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‘Wedemeyer Reports J” 


ANYONE who has read In 

Flanders Fields by Leon 
Wolff, recently published, rises 
from the book with mingled 
thoughts of horror and compas- 
sion. It is a full-length discus- 
sion of the Battle of Ypres in 
WwW I, an inept exercise in 
strategy which not only gained 
the British nothing but literally 
wiped out their younger gen- 
eration, including the flower of 
their aristocracy, boys trained 
at Eton, Winchester and Down- 
side, undergraduates from Ox- 
ford and Cambridge. They 
walked nonchalantly into cer- 
tain death, wave after wave of 
them, systematically, methodi- 
cally mowed down by the fire 
of enemy machine guns. 


It was Field Marshal Sir 
Douglas Haig’s idea. Britain’s 
War Cabinet knew it was ill 
advised. Lloyd George fumed 
and fussed, but there was no 
one with courage enough to 
face down and dismiss the 
foolish old Marshal. Col. Char- 
teris, his intelligence chief, was 
so over-awed by the crusty Sir 
Douglas that he even falsified 
the facts, telling him only what 
he wanted to hear. 
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Wolff draws a_ devastating 
picture of Sir Douglas, in an 
immaculate and _ faultlessly 
tailored uniform, having tea 
far behind the lines while his 
boys were floundering and in 
many cases actually drowning 
in mud. In an epilogue, he 
shows the old man comfortably 
finishing out his days playing 
golf on his Scottish estate. 

It was Charteris, inciden- 
tally, who invented the atro- 
city story of the Germans 
making soap and munitions out 
of cadavers. “I intended the 
story for the Orientals,” he 
said later. “Their ancestor 
worship, you know. It never 
occurred to me that the Ameri- 
cans would swallow it. I 
thought they were more intel- 
ligent.” 


The Crucial Battle 


It is a truism that we are 
living in a time the like of 
which has never been seen be- 
fore. We are front and center 
in a battle for men’s minds. 
Now as never before it is vital 
that we have the truth, and yet 
there is an active conspiracy 
not just to conceal the truth but 
even to rewrite past history. 
The communications media are 
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concentrated in the hands of a 
few men who are thereby en- 
abled to manipulate the emo- 
tions of the American public 
practically at will. 


Complicating the problem 
are the activities of an alien 
power bent on capturing the 
nation and hence deeply in- 
terested in the climate of Am- 
erican opinion. By means of 
hidden operatives strategically 
situated in our society, they 
are able to establish patterns of 
thought and bring terrific 
pressure to bear against those 
who refuse to conform with 
those patterns. In fact, the non- 
conformist is eo ipso stamped 
“controversial” and his 
thoughts are rendered suspect 
before he even ventures to ex- 
press them. 


Ralph de Toledano of News- 
week tells how this sleeper ap- 
paratus “operated silently dur- 
ing the Hiss case when—from 
the bars of Wall Street clubs to 
the comfortable reaches of 
Park Avenue—its poison drip- 
ped down every day and in 
every way, never defending 
treason but always besmirch- 
ing those who exposed it. Edi- 
tors and editorial writers on 
great newspapers, commenta- 
tors—those responsible for the 
propaganda fallout which de- 
forms the minds and thoughts 


of people in these terrible 
times—are included in the 
sleeper.” 


“In the past four years,’ he 
says, “anti-Communists in this 
country have been systemati- 


cally discredited and destroyed. 
With wise looks and smart say- 
ings, those with specialized 
knowledge have been driven 
out of the market place of 
ideas. By innuendo, they find 
themselves deprived of stand- 
ing in the intellectual commun- 
ity. They are accused of being 
‘hysterical,’ of ‘seeing Commu- 
nists under beds,’ of having 
lost a sense of proportion. And 
in time, they are elbowed out 
of the scholarly projects, the 
entertainment field, the book- 
stores. Foundations, which con- 
trol so much of the nation’s in- 
tellectual life, shun them. 


“This is not accident,” says 
De Toledano. “It is all planned 
—the work of the sleeper, but 
never sleeping, apparatus — 
and in most cases those who 
carry out the plan do not know 
that they are being manipulat- 
ed.” 


The whole article is well 
worth reading. It can be found 
in the April issue of American 
Mercury. 


Talent Misused? 


Getting back to the notion of 
conformity: General Albert C. 
Wedemeyer has broken 
through this pattern with his 
best-selling Wedemeyer Re- 
ports!, a carefully written nar- 
ration of the not inconsiderable 
role he played behind the 
scenes in the strategy and di- 
plomacy of WW II. Although 
his work was for several weeks 
among the ten _ best-selling 
non-fiction works across the 
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nation, it still has not been re- 
viewed by Time. 


The General is a man of 
stature and he writes with sin- 
cerity. But his book brings us 
right back to Ypres with its 
hundreds of thousands of casu- 
alties and the old Light Brigade 
concept that theirs was not to 
reason why, but only to do and 
die. Wedemeyer often had to 
expend his talent and energy 
in directions which, as it seems 
to this present writer, he now 
tells us he knew were wrong— 
as indeed did all the “brass” 
who facilitated the Red libera- 
tion of Berlin, Prague, and Vi- 
enna, the forced repatriation of 
the anti-Communist Russian 
refugees, and all the rest of it. 
And they later hung the Ger- 
man generals at Nuernberg 
for following the very princi- 
ples which they themselves 
had used and would use for 
decades to cover their own re- 
prehensible actions: “Orders 
are orders.” 


In our presentday world of 
new political techniques and 
mass publicity leverages, the 
unknowing are at the mercy of 
the knowing as never before, 
and it is not at all impossible 
that a clique wholly alien in 
aims to the interests of the na- 
tion could gain the symbols and 
controls of power, masquerad- 
ing as the “government” of the 
nation while, in reality, ex- 
ploiting it as a colony for their 
own private aims. 


This raises the question—it 
has been raised before—as to 


how far a man of integrity may 
be morally and _ patriotically 
bound to pursue a course he 
privately knows to be injurious 
to his country, a course which 
he may know has been achiev- 
ed by mass deceit as to events 
and total concealment of real 
objectives. 


There are few with the 
stature and the courage of a 
MacArthur, who locked the 
Communists out of the postwar 
Japanese government in direct 
defiance of express orders from 
Washington; or like the Naval 
Intelligence officers who, or- 
dered to disband its Red Desk 
and destroy its files, deliberat- 
ely disobeyed the order and 
carried the files to safety on 
their own backs. 


‘Private Interpretation’ 


But — you ask — what sort 
of a nation would we have if 
“private interpretation” of 


right and wrong orders pre- 
vailed in our armed forces? Let 
us provide at least a partial an- 
swer by a counter-question: 
What sort of world and what 
sort of national security do we 
now have, when thousands of 
Americans in varying degrees 
of knowledge of the planned 
deceits previous to WW II do- 
cilely accepted the chicanery 
as a matter of duty? 


Then after all the efforts to 
get us into the war were realiz- 
ed by its promoters, those 
Americans who knew took 
pride in doing well, as Wede- 
meyer did, what their consci- 
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ence told them should not be 
done at all! 


Wedemeyer’s first chapter 
implies the thesis that the de- 
claration of war following 
Pearl Harbor conferred on 
American foreign policy a sort 
of sanatio in radice — which 
means that when you carry 
provocation of infamy to the 
point of inviting conflict, the 
provocation itself becomes pa- 
triotic sanctity. 


Resolution of moral obliga- 
tions clearly called for person- 
al choices before Pearl Harbor, 
both for the purpose of avert- 
ing it and of saving America 
from our present dangerous 
situation. 


It will be said that these men 
had their careers to think of. 
But this asks us to accept the 
moral rectitude of a _ setup 
whereby a group of unscrupu- 
lous schemers could ask men to 
risk and if need be to sacrifice 
their lives, while the call of 
patriotic service to the nation 
in a real and unpretending 
sense, and a moral obligation to 
Christianity as a whole, must 
be declined lest careers be 
damaged. 


And so we return to Ypres 
and the conclusion, mournful 
amid the needs of our time, 
that the typical Anglo-Saxon, 
and for the most part all men 
of Western Europe, generally, 
have no end of courage for go- 
ing over the top into machine 
gun fire, but practically none 


for facing the spittle of print- 
er’s ink from a minority-domi- 
nated press and the hired 
snarls of commentators on 
equally alien radio and TV. 


In our present crisis, the 
breed with an alien ideology, 
who may be lesser in the forti- 
tude of the battlefield, but who 
stand superior in ideological 
tenacity of purpose and in con- 
tempt for public denunciation, 
are likely not only to win the 
contest, but also to harness the 
man of old-style conventional 
patriotism to help win it for 
them. 


The martial valor of our tra- 
ditional soldier seems to have 
as its inevitable accompani- 
ment an inner — shrinking, 
amounting to cowardice, in fac- 
ing the smears that the typical 
adepts of the alien-minority 
press can heap on him. He 
would rather be brave with the 
sword, knowing that he is 
wrong, than feel his knees 
quake under a smear attack, 
however certain inwardly of 
his own spiritual rightness. 


Thus it seems that the tradi- 
tional and perhaps hereditary 
quality of our courage is not 
merely an inadequate defense 
for Western man confronted by 
new ideological weapons con- 
testing for dominance, but ac- 
tually serves to effect our own 
defeat as exploited against us. 

There is much to be learned 
from a thoughtful reading of 
Wedemeyer Reports! 
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Catholics 


and Sen. Joe McCarthy 


MY» mail has been heavy the 
last few weeks. OUR SUN- 
DAY VISITOR has a circulation of 
more than 800,000, and The 
Brooklyn Tablet—with a cir- 
culation of 107,000—also fea- 
tured those articles on Senator 
McCarthy, making a total cir- 
culation of 907,000. Figure four 
readers for each copy and you 
have a reading circle of over 
three and one-half million. 


Two out of three letters are 
favorable. This is surprising in 
view of a Gallup poll alleging 
that only 20 per cent of the 
American people approve of 
the Wisconsin Senator — also 
Time’s assertion that McCarthy 
has no special appeal for Cath- 
olics. Reckon in, too, the fact 
that the ‘‘eggheads” are more 
articulate than the rest of us. 
(For the benefit of the new- 
comers, the “egg-heads” are 
the confused liberals, those 
members of the Neurotic Left 
who have put our country 
where it is today. Not all in- 
tellectuals are “eggheads.” Far 
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from it. But most ‘“eggheads” 
are intellectuals.) 


Such mail is revealing. It 
shows that beneath the froth 
of headlines, columns, editor- 
ials, and letters to editors, the 
plain people do their own 
thinking. And they are pretty 
shrewd analyists. Having a boy 
in Korea is a help to medita- 
tion. But your average man is 
uncertain of himself when he 
sits down to a typewriter. He 
knows what he wants to say 
but he doesn’t know how. 
Hence the newspapers and 
commentators get farther and 
farther out of touch, their 
readers get increasingly rest- 
less under the barrage of con- 
fused thinking, until finally— 
every second or fourth year— 
they go to the polls and let off 
steam. Down crashes a red- 
herring president. Or a Ty- 
dings. And a McCarthy is re- 
turned to the Senate. Then the 
newspapers an d_e reviews 
fumble in further confusion. 


Communism a Heresy 


The people know that Com- 
munism is wicked. Catholics in 


particular realize that it has 
done more harm to Christ’s 
Mystical Body than Protestant- 
ism, more harm even than Ari- 
anism. I am not especially pro- 
McCarthy; I am anti-Commun- 
ist. But since the ‘eggheads”’ 
have chosen to make Senator 
McCarthy a symbol of anti- 
Communism, since that is the 
precise point at which they 
have chosen to do battle, well 
then one must defend anti- 
Communism as represented by 
Senator McCarthy. 


As usual, many of the “egg- 
head” letters showed confused 
thinking. The first paragraph 
generally screamed bloody 
murder at the idea of a Cath- 
olic periodical—especially a 
priest—taking a stand on a 
“political” question. Then the 
next paragraph would refer me 
to America or Commonweal 
“for the correct Catholic opin- 
ion on Senator McCarthy.” The 
contradiction rests in the fact 
that both America and Com- 
monweal are Catholic periodi- 
cals, America being edited by 
the Jesuit Fathers. 


So let’s get it straight. There 
is no official Catholic position 
on Senator McCarthy. But 
there is an official Catholic po- 
sition on Communism. We’re 
against it. As to America and 
Commonweal—if they can dis- 
cuss McCarthy, why cannot 
OUR SUNDAY VISITOR? I read 
both those weeklies regularly 
and I sometimes disagree ve- 
hemently with their opinions. 
But it’s a large Church with 


room for every’ shade _ of 
thought short of heresy. I can 
see no reason why any of us 
should allow ourselves to be 
bulldozed into uniform think- 
ing by any periodical, regard- 
less of its auspices. 

OuR SUNDAY VISITOR is not 
underwriting Senator McCar- 
thy. I said that explicity in my 
first article—‘“But the paper 
shares editorial responsibility,” 
some of the “eggheads” wrote. 
“After all, they would not have 
published Blanshard!” — No, 
nor Joseph McCabe, nor Rabe- 
lais, nor Tom Payne, nor de 
Maupassant, nor anything else 
against faith or morals. But 
this was a matter of opinion on 
an open subject. I know that 
our whole staff is anti-Com- 
munist. How the rest of them 
feel about McCarthy, I don’t 
know. But they gave me space 
to express myself. 

A Partisan Jesus? 


“Yours was a partisan docu- 
ment, Republican throughout 
and against the Democratic 
Party.”—If that was the case, 
it was purely per accidens in 
the philosophical sense. I ad- 
verted neither to parties nor 
politics when I was writing. I 


would have had to say the same ' 


thing about our country’s his- 
tory from 1933 to 1953 had the 
administration been Republi- 
can, Prohibitionist, Socialist, 
or Single Tax. Is a statesman 
to be exempt from blame for 
his blunders because of his 
political affiliation? 

“A priest should not write 
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on politics.’—-These are the 
same people who, with their 
next breath, would refer me to 
the Jesuit weekly America for 
the “correct” slant. It all de- 
pends on whose ox is being 
gored. 


Let me repeat: Communism 
is not politics. It’s heresy and 
as such it is the concern of 
every priest in the country. As 
a menace to our freedom it is 
the concern of every citizen. 


When I was ordained to Sa- 
cred Orders did I lay aside my 
love of country? Was that part 
of the contract? If it was, no 
one told me.. 


I have spent 22 years in 
school. That included three 
years study of philosophy and 
five of theology, altogether six 
years of graduate work, learn- 
ing to sift truth from error, to 
evaluate sources and _ verify 
references—in short, learning 
habits of orderly thought. A 
priest is at least as well qual- 
ified to form an opinion as a 
lawyer or a stateman. My sec- 
ond profession is editorial 
work. Each week I read some 
20 magazines and reviews re- 
flecting every shade of opin- 
ion. And still, because I am a 
priest, must I keep my mouth 
shut and watch good men de- 
famed while our country is 
fighting for its life? 

Bigotry Of Liberals 

(Incidentally, in my dealings 
with the “eggheads’ I have 


found them surprisingly bigot- 
ed. The “egghead” has a closed 


mind. He will not so much as 
glance at anything that might 
upset his prejudices. John T. 
Flynn’s books, for instance, 
have had a huge sale, but most- 
ly underground. They get short 
and unfavorable reviews, de- 
spite the fact that Flynn—un- 
til he turned against the Com- 
munist conspiracy—was recog- 
nized as one of the most acute 
reporters in the country. His 
works are stashed away to the 
rear of the bookstores, when 
they are stocked at all; and to 
mention his name _to an “egg- 
head’’—well, watch out for a 
ruptured blood-vessel! Or take 
Senator McCarthy’s own book, 
which is a logical, closely 
reasoned, well documented 
story of his work. It has never 
been read by the ‘‘egg-heads” 
—Jjust cursed.) 


I see Senator McCarthy’s 
methods denounced on _ all 
sides, but no one says what is 
supposed to be reprehensible 


about them. A person is called . 


to the witness chair. Senator 
McCarthy asks him, “Are you 
or have you ever been a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party?” 
Those who can answer No step 
down vindicated and the inci- 
dent redounds to their credit. 
Naturally, everyone would 
like to be able to answer No. 


But some can’t, and so they 
refuse to answer the question. 
Why? One can only presume 
that they have dirty hands, 
that their answer must be Yes, 
they are or have been members 
of the Communist Party; and if 
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they lie and say No, they may 
be indicted for perjury. The 
witnesses may consult their 
lawyers before answering any 
question. The hearings are 
public. Hence, any employer 
seeing an employee refuse to 
tell whether or not he is or 
has been a Communist, can re- 
move that person from any po- 
sition of influence or trust he 
may hold. Is that bad? Is that 
an invasion of our American 
rights? 

For once the Communists are 
facing a man who fights with 
bare knuckles and they’re out 
to get him, by fair means or 
foul. Senator McCarthy has 


been smeared to the extent, al- 
most, that even the “egg. 
heads” are sick reading of it. 

The Reds have been able to 
tap deep roots of bigotry—the 
same sort of thing that helped 
to defeat Al Smith in 1928. In 
other words, the Senator would 
not have nearly so many ene. 
mies if he were a high-ranking 
Protestant and a Mason. Not 
only that, but they have been 
able to achieve the incredible 
in splitting Catholic opinion 
wide open, turning Catholics 
against a fellow-Catholic on 
the grounds that he is too 
rough on the Communists. 
What irony! 
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Cream puffs for bullets 


A HOUSEHOLDER hearing a 

burglar in his home during 
the night, raises himself on his 
elbow and asks his wife what 
she thinks he should do: call 
the police, sneak downstairs 
with a ballbat—or what? 

“T think,” she says judicious- 
ly, weighing each word, “that 
the answer to the problem lies 
in a more effective presentation 
of religion to our youth. It’s 
quite obvious,” she continues, 
“that there would be no burg- 
lars if only our young people 
were trained in religion. So go 


back to sleep and stop worry- 
ing.” 
Unreal? 


Of course! But is it 
any more unreal than the 
spectacle of America being un- 
dermined, losing ground within 
and without, while a certain 
group of short-sighted intellec- 
tuals tell us reassuringly that 
the best way to fight Commun- 
ism, the most effective way, is 
to improve housing conditions, 
raise salaries, press the battle 
against racial bigotry, etc.? 
These are splendid in their 
way, but they are long-range 
projects that overlook a clear 
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and present danger. The imme- 
diate project is to uncover the 
Communists and fellow-travel- 
ers and get them out of their 
positions of influence in the 
Government, in the armed forc- 
es, in the labor unions and uni- 
versities, etc. 


But to do that is to grasp the 
nettle full fist. It is to court 
the displeasure of The Daily 
Worker and its satellite publi- 
cations. It is ultimately to in- 
vite the ostracism and persecu- 
tion exemplified in the case of 
Senator McCarthy, Louis Bu- 
denz and other anti-Commun- 
ists—a course of action calling 
for more moral courage than 
most people can muster. 


Far-Away Dodge 


One type of journalistic 
pussillanimity that meets the 
eye in so-called liberal maga- 
zines and papers, might be 
called the  ‘“far-far-away” 
dodge. 


We can imagine an editorial 
huddle in which it is announced 
that “We must run a series of 
articles against Communism. 
The tide has turned. It is now 
fashionable to denounce the 
Soviets. Any suggestions?” 


“Well, Boss,’”’ someone speaks 
up, “why not find out why 
General MacArthur was for- 
bidden to win the war in Kor- 
ea?—or why we keep on giving 
money to Tito? Why not inves- 
tigate who promoted Peress? 
The guy who gets to the bot- 
tom of that will have the scoop 
of the century. Or, if you want 
a little ancient history, why 
were our troops ordered to 
stand by and let the Russians 
‘liberate’ Berlin?” 


“No, no,” the boss groans. 
“Too controversial, too close to 
home. Might be taken for poli- 
tics.—Anyone else got an idea?” 

“I know,” one of the junior 
members pipes up. ‘Let’s dis- 


cuss the economic deterioration 
in Upper Slobovia since the 
Communists have taken over.” 


“Excellent!” the editor beams. 
“With that we can show our 
militant anti-Communism while 
at the same time no one can ac. 
cuse us of making a practical 
contribution to the anti-Com-. 
munist program and, best of all, 
we won’t make the liberals 
mad.” 


“But, Boss,” there is a pro- 
test, “no one will read it!” 

“What difference does that 
make? We’re only putting our- 
selves on record anyway.—Back 
to your desks, men. I want that 
article with pictures by three 
this afternoon.” 
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Egghead blunders 


ATHER THEODORE M. 
HESBURGH, C.S.C., Presi- 
dent of the University of Notre 
Dame, recently deplored “a 
growing distrust of intellect- 
uals and things intellectual” at 
the very time when the world 
should look to great minds for 
leadership. 


Father Hesburgh has put his 
finger on one of the strangest 
paradoxes of our day. In an 
age when scientific discovery 
and invention are going for- 
ward with breathtaking speed 
—witness, for example, the de- 
velopment of the sulfa drugs, 
penicillin, atomic research — 
despite all this, there has sel- 
dom been such cynicism in the 
air about the professors and 
their opinions. 


There was a time when the 
learned profession constituted 
a sort of priesthood dedicated 
to the service of truth, and 
every professor, like 
priest, shared in the prestige 
accumulated by his selfless 
colleagues. But then came to- 
talitarianism with its satanic 
contempt for truth, and thous- 
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every. 


ands of the professors jumped 
on the band-wagon. 


The long-suffering American 
people have been bamboozled 
so often in the past 25 years— 
their boys joined the Abraham 
Lincoln Brigade, they joined 
the League Against War and 
Fascism, they saw thousands of 
their sons killed at Pearl Har- 
bor for the sake of a casus belli, 
we entered the war for free- 
dom everywhere (the Atlantic 
Charter—remember?), and so 
it goes. 

But it was generally done by 
means of letterheads listing 
dozens of Ph. D’s. There was 
always an accompanying chor- 
us of benediction from the 
faculties of colleges and uni- 
versities throughout the land. 


For instance, right now I am 
looking at a manifesto issued in 
August, 1939, less than a month 
before Stalin and Hitler put the 
squeeze on Poland. This docu- 
ment avers first of all that 
“The Soviet Union continues as 
always to be a consistent bul- 
wark against war and aggres- 
sion, and to support the goal 
of a peaceful international or- 
der.” It also hailed the sup- 
pression of “the myths and su- 


perstitions of old Russia,” fur- 
ther clarified as “the supersti- 
tions of oldtime religion.” 

Signing this announcement 
of joy over the liquidation of 
Almighty God were Rev. Harry 
F. Ward of the Union Theologi- 
cal Seminary, Rev. Otis Jack- 
son, Rev. Thomas L. Harris, 
and other Protestant clergy- 
men. 

Liars or Dupes? 

But among the _ professors 
subscribing to this monstrous 
lie we find such names as: 
Prof. Newton Arvin of Smith 
College, Prof. Dorothy Brew- 
ster of Columbia University, 
Prof. Haakon Chevalier of the 
University of California, Prof. 
Stanley D. Dodge of the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, Prof. 
Henry Pratt Fairchild of New 
York University, Prof. Mildred 
Fairchild of Bryn Mawr, Dr. 
Wyllistine Goodsell of Teach- 
ers’ College (retired), Prof. 
Samuel N. Harper of the Uni- 
versity of Chicago, Prof. Nor- 
man E. Himes of Colgate Uni- 
versity, Dr. Max Lerner of Wil- 
liams College. 


Prof. F. O. Matthiessen of 
Harvard, Anita Marburg of 
Sarah Lawrence College, Clif- 
ford T. McAvoy of C.C.N.Y., 
Prof. V. J. McGill of Hunter 
College, Prof. Robert McGregor 
of Reed College, Prof. Allan 
Porter of Vassar College, Prof. 
Vida D. Scudder of Wellesley 
College—and as many others. 
(Note that not one Catholic 
college is represented.) 

Also signing were hundreds 
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of scientists and engineers, 
writers, journalists, editors, ar- 
chitects, artists, and theatrica] 
people—all of them intellect. 
uals, at least by profession. 


Undoubtedly many if not 
most of them have since chang~ 
ed their opinion. But it’s ask. 
ing too much if we must be go 
naive as to think that they 
didn’t know the truth about 
Russia, despite the writings and 
warnings of Eugene Lyons, 
William Henry Chamberlin, 
Max Eastman, Suzanne LaFol- 
lette, Freda Utley, and plenty 
of others. 

It was a lie, they knew it 
was a lie when they signed, 
and the people know that they 
knew. 

The Alger Hiss Case 


Do you want other examples 
of conduct that depresses the 
the popular opinion of intel- 
lectuals? In the current issue of 
The Freeman Victor Lasky has 
a rundown on the _ frenzied 
statements of lawyers, doctors, 
professors, and other intellect- 
uals at the start of the Hiss 
trial—prime example: Felix 
Frankfurter, late of Harvard, 
now a Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court. 

At that time a letter from a 
Stewart Brown, Baltimore ait- 
torney, appeared in the Sun: 
“I know that there is not the 
slightest shadow of disloyalty” 
in the Hiss brothers. ‘Neither 
is a Communist or a fellow- 
traveler The greatest 
threat to our liberties at home 
is not the Communist under- 


ground, but the activities of 
the vicious redbaiters who will 
stop at nothing in order to hit 
the headlines ... The real 
traitors are the snide Congress- 
men and others willing to ex- 
ploit the uncorroborated testi- 
mony of an ex-Communist for 
their own personal advantage.” 


Philadelphia Attorney Law- 
rence M. C. Smith wired the 
House Committee: “I regret 
that your committee is proving 
itself as great an enemy of de- 
mocracy, by its methods, as 
the evil it tries to expose. I’m 
shocked at the perversion of 
your power and function to 
character assassination in 
staging irresponsible attacks on 
outstanding American citizens 
such as Alger Hiss... .” 


Dr. Cal B. Spaeth, dean of 
the Stanford Law School, 
wrote that “The reports of 
your testimony, the newspaper 
and radio criticism of the com- 
mittee’s handling of the inves- 
tigation and the petering out of 
the entire business, combine to 
indicate that the charges are a 
thing of the past.” 


Dr. Ralph Bunche,: U.N. ex- 
ecutive, wrote that he was 
“stunned by the utterly shame- 
less attempt to smear your 
good name. Though you have 
been grievously wronged, I 


have full confidence 
complete vindication.”’ 


in your 


Guessed Wrongly Again 


Thus the intellectuals guess- 
ed wrongly again—some of the 
intellectuals, that is. It was an 
important issue, in the head- 
lines for weeks. The people 
could not forget either the case 
nor the prejudiced and mis- 
taken judgments proffered by 
the intellectuals. Now when a 
class pretends to near-infalli- 
bility, to having all the an- 
swers, a bum guess is tragic 
and an accumulation of such 
blunders is fatal. 


If order is to be restored, 
then, if the intellectuals are to 
recover the respect of the peo- 
ple, they must renounce their 
principle of expediency and the 
end justifying the means, they 
must renounce relativism and 
admit the existence of absolute 
truth and they must treat that 
truth as sacred. 

In all this wrong guessing, 
this carelessness about the 
truth, the Catholic Church 
steers a true course. She has 
a God-given compass by which 
she can always get her bear- 
ings. It is the promise of di- 
vine assistance. And she _ has 
a reverence for the truth that 
is nothing less than adoration, 
for she worships Him who once 
declared “I am the truth.” 
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The hideous face 


of Liberalism 


E Catholics have good rea- 
, son to mourn the death last 
September 6 of the Episcopalian 
Canon Bernard Iddings Bell. As 
a hard-headed and_ fearless 
journalist, he kept a tight grip 
on reality throughout the Red 
Decade of the 30s and the social 
changes that followed in the 
40s. He was on our side. As 
dean of a cathedral and presi- 
dent of St. Stephen’s College at 
Columbia University, he de- 
fended orthodoxy within his 
own communion and, in the 
field of education, he worked 
for a conservative reform of 
schools, colleges and universi- 
ties. 

Some 20 years ago he was 
asked to define a Liberal, and 
here is his answer: 

“A Liberal, to be brief, is one 
who thinks that human beings 
are by nature good and trust- 
worthy, and that everything is 
sure to get better and better by 
mere lapse of time, provided 
only that we rid our life of 
unfortunate maladjustments 
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brought about by ancient wick. 
edness such as, of course, no 
longer exists, and can free hu- 
man minds from the inhibitions 
of supernatural religion. The 
Liberal believes that man is a 
noble fellow with no soul, ang 
that as such he is sure to come 
to possess the most sublime cre- 
ations of culture as a sort of 
by-product of enlightened self- 
interest, or, as the vulgar put it, 
of ‘keeping an eye on the ball.’ 

“In education, the Liberal re- 
gards with awe ‘the unspoiled 
human baby,’ and seeks to de- 
velop that baby not by teach- 
ing him the necessary discip- 
lines but rather by letting him 
do as he pleases. In politics, 
the Liberal believes that if you 
give a vote to every human be- 
ing and always direct public 
policy in accordance with the 
majority of ballots cast, the 
highest possible social good is 
inevitably the result.” 

The terms Liberal and Con- 
servative are loosely used now- 
adays, but basic to the creed of 
the extreme Liberal is the de- 
nial of Original Sin with its 
attendant psychological cancer 
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suppurating in every human 
soul even after baptism: the 
darkened intellect, the weaken- 
ed will, and the unbridled con- 
cupiscence afflicting even the 
Liberals themselves. 

The Conservative gets his 
name from the fact that he 
wants to conserve the best that 
is in our institutions. Believing 
that the least government is the 
best government, he is an indi- 
vidualist, whereas the Liberal 
is convinced that the State can 
generally do things better than 
the individual. Hence, the Lib- 
eral jargon smears over the in- 
dividual and blurs his identity 
with constant talk about “the 
masses,” “the people,” “the 
faceless man,” etc. 


An adequate discussion of the 
-subject is impossible within so 
narrow a frame as this, but let 
us consider as only one exam- 
ple the attitude of the Liberal 
toward the family. 

Now the family is a divine in- 
stitution. It is the core of so- 
ciety, established by God to 
teach us love and human val- 
ues. But the Liberal tends to 
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regard it as a mere housing- 


unit, a device for the gratifica- 
tion of sexual impulses. In 
reality, as Dr. Pitirim Sorokin 
has so well said, “More success- 
fully than any other group, (the 
family) has transformed its 
members into a single entity, 
with a common fund of values, 
with common joys and sorrows, 
spontaneous cooperation and 
willing sacrifice.” 

The Catholic Church, natur- 


ally, throws the full weight of 
her authority and influence 
into the maintenance of sound 
family life throughout the 
world. 

Dr. Russell Kirk has sum- 
marized some of the present- 
day devices for dissolving the 
family as follows: 

(1) Taking the instruction 
of children entirely away from 
their parents by the official 
adoption of theories that pre- 
scribe ‘educating the whole 
child’ in the state schools, with 
a corresponding depreciation of 
parental intelligence and rights. 

“(2) Creating ‘youth organi- 
zations’ to take young people 
quite out of the sphere of the 
family in their leisure hours, 
and to indoctrinate them in the 
ideology of the mass-state. 

“(3) Abolishing the inheri- 
tance of family property, 
through confiscatory  inheri- 
tance taxes or through income- 
tax policies that leave small 
margin for family saving. 

“(4) Planned encouragement 
of divorce, ‘sexual freedom,’ 
and ‘deprivatization of women,’ 
through positive legislation or 
official propaganda with the aim 
of weakening the bonds of af- 
fection within the family that 
Offer a strong barrier to the 
wishes of the total state.” 

In other words, Liberalism 
means the gradual takeover of 
our lives by our Holy Mother, 
the State. It is drifting inevit- 
ably toward Total Government. 

R. H. Shackford has describ- 
ed the end-product of present- 
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day Liberalism as it is now be- 
ing worked out in China. His 
articles, as syndicated recently 
in the Scripps-Howard newspa- 
pers, were enough to chill the 
heart of anyone perspicacious 
enough to discern current 
trends in our own country. 


Under Mao Tse-Tung, the 
Chinese Government is now do- 
ing everything for all the peo- 
ple. Everything. It is not tak- 
ing merely higher taxes from 
the Chinese, it is taking all 
their earnings with the final 
goal of doing away with money 
altogether. It is total exploita- 
tion. 


“The regime directs every 
minute of the life of every man, 
woman and child,” says Mr. 
Shackford, “so that every last 
ounce of energy is squeezed 
from each human being, not for 
his own improvement, but for 
strengthening the Chinese 
Communist state.” 

It is a “crash program to 
transform 650 million Chinese 
into human insects—regiment- 
ed for work, and work only, 
down to the last detail of life 
from the womb to the tomb... 

“Abolition of the family is 
an avowed, primary sociological 
objective ... Husbands and 
wives are being separated. 
Children are being raised by the 
state in institutions run by the 
Communist Party functionaries. 
Grandparents are being herded 
into ‘houses of happiness’ for 
the aged if they can’t work... 

“Segregated barracks for men 
and women are replacing cot- 


tages. Nurseries, kindergarten, 
and boarding schools are being 
built for children. Communa] 
meal halls are taking the place 
of the family hearth. Primary 
allegiance is to the commune 
and to the para-military unit 
to which each man, woman, ang 
child is assigned — the new 
‘family.’ 


“This ‘new way of life’—the 
Red slogan for this part of the 
program — is directed at the 
younger generations which 
make make up the bulk of 
China’s 650 million people. The 
Reds are capitalizing on natura] 
tendencies of the young to resist 
family control. 


““‘Children no longer think 
about their homes,’ the Reds 
claim in discussing well ad- 
vanced communes. ‘It is the 
Communist ideal to put chil- 
dren under communal educa- 
tion as soon as they can be sep- 
arated from their mothers. It 
is part and parcel of our long- 
range plan to mold children 
into new men imbued with 
Communist ideology.’ ” 


This is the ultimate hideous 
flowering of the Liberal philos- 
ophy—complete control of the 
individual by the State. 


For many other reasons, I 
wish you would carefully study 
two priceless little books, both 
published by Devin-Adair of 
New York: “Reflections on the 
Failure of Socialism,” by Max 
Eastman ($2.75), and “A Guide 
to Conservatism,” by Russell 
Kirk ($2.75). 


oom DY ome 


Our honor betrayed 


S the late Senator Joe Mc- 

Carthy would say if he 
were alive today, “Things get 
curioser and curiouser in this 
great country of ours.” A 
United States Senator throws 
his hat into the ring from the 
office of a totalitarian gang- 
ster worse than Hitler ever was, 
comes home from the Kremlin 
as Khrushchev’s candidate for 
the White House, and is imme- 
diately endorsed by Mrs. Elea- 
nor Roosevelt, becomes. the 
subject of a benign cover story 
in Life magazine, and is lion- 
ized in the press generally. 


The secret message that Sen- 
ator Hubert Humphrey brought 
back with him from _ the 
Kremlin, as disclosed by Hu- 
man Events, was a memorand- 
um containing a list of the in- 
dustrial machinery and mater- 
ial needed by the Russians to 
beef up their economy so that 
they can kill us. The bill for 
all this would come to $3 bil- 
lion and Russia wants it on 
credit, which would put us in 
the unnatural position of pay- 
ing for the very rope that will 
be used to hang us. 
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Humphrey said that Miko-_. 
yan wanted to come over and 
close the deal, so our President — 
immediately issued a visa and 


the cut-throat was given a. 


glorious tour of the United 
States, entertained at the most 
exclusive clubs by people who 
hope to get some of the $3 
billion worth of business but 
who — once the Russians have 
consummated the transaction 
and assimilated their acquisi- 
tions — will either hang from 
the chandeliers of their own 
plush clubs or work out their 
days on the salt flats of Neva- 
da. 


On hand to greet Anastas 
Mikoyan — the name means 
“Resurrection”! — as he jour- 
neyed from city to city, were 
pathetic little delegations, the 
widows and orphans of those 
who had been murdered by our 
honored guest. They pelted him 
with eggs — certainly a trifling 
punishment for murder. Never- 
theless, these tragic people 
were shoved about by our 
brave policemen, they were 
characterized again and again 
as ‘“hoodlums” by Comrade 
Mikoyan, and the President of 
the United States dutifully re- 
buked them for their lack of 


courtesy toward the man who 
had killed their husbands and 
brothers and fathers. 
Fortunately, not all of our 
public officials connived with 
this betrayal of our national 


honor. Invited to a Washing- 


ton dinner in honor of Miko- 
yan, Congressman Walter H. 
Judd of Minnesota expressed 
his appreciation of the court- 
esy extended, “but we regret 
you are giving it,” he contin- 
ued, “and we will not be pres- 
ent, for the same reasons. we 
would not attend a social func- 
tion honoring Hitler, Himmler, 
Nero, or Genghis Khan. 


“The ghosts of too many en- 
slaved, tortured, and murder- 
ed human beings will be look- 
ing down on the dinner. Pri- 
vate negotations with tyrants 
actually in power are one 
thing. Conferring of respecta- 
bility on them and increasing 
their prestige and power by ac- 
ceptante into civilized society 
is quite another. 


“No benefit and only harm 
to our country and to humanity 
can come from _ entertaining 
here men whose hands drip 
with the blood of millions al- 
ready dead, still dying, or be- 
ing -crushed in slave camps. 
Why not first give a dinner for 
the martyrs of Hungary and in- 
vite Mikoyan?” asked the leg- 
islator. 


The Congressman observed 
that he “would gladly come to 
dinner if Mikoyan and his as- 
sociates would first free the 
peoples they hold in subjuga- 


tion and abandon their pr 


gram to conquer all other 


peoples.” 


While Walter Reuther and 
James Carey attended this 
banquet, AFL-CIO Presiden} 
George Meany not only boycot. 
ted the affair but directed his 
office to issue the statement 


that “Mr. Meany will not meet _ 


Mr. Mikoyan at any time or 
any place.” 


Mikoyan’s record is WYitten 
in blood for all to read. “As the 
present second highest Red of. 
ficial and as a long-time ac. 
complice of Stalin,” says the 
Catholic Standard of Washing- 
ton in summary, “Mikoyan 
shares the appalling guilt of 
Stalin, Khrushchev and every 
Red murderer. As a ranking 
member of the Communist 
Party as well as an official in 
the government, he willingly 
and actively assists in directing 
the Red conspiracy against hu. 
manity. As a collaborator with 
Stalin, he helped plot the 
death of millions of enslaved 
peoples besides that of many 
of his Red colleagues; as a col- 
laborator with Khrushchev, he 
helped in the butchering of the 
Hungarians and flew to Buda- 
pest shortly after the Red be. 
trayal of the Hungarian Free- 
dom Fighters. Congressman 
Judd’s statement that his hands 
‘drip with blood’ is literally 
and tragically true.” 

Nevertheless, in all of the 
daily papers and secular maga- 
zines we have read, there has 
been no mention of Mikoyan’s 
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evil record. Completely passing 
over the murder and genocide 


in which he figured, for in- 
stance, Newsweek’s cover 
story, presented him merely as 
a shrewd businessman who 
likes a drink and can do a 
“wild Caucasin dance.” 

Our local papers were full 
of pictures showing him kiss- 
ing babies and caressing child- 
ren. The editorial columns re- 
flected dismay at the “scream- 
ing mobs” — they were always 
“screaming” — on hand at 
various airports. 

Why? What has come over 
our country? Have the gentle- 
men of the press lost their good 
judgment? 

It is hoped that perhaps 
Mikoyan’s visit may ease the 
Berlin “crisis.” But such talk 
makes us tired. There was no 
“crisis’ tuntil Khrushchev 
sounded off last November. It 
will be solved fairly and easily 
when he shuts up again. This 
is the old Red trick of kicking 
up a fuss in the international 
community and then demand- 
ing conferences and concessions 
as so much blackmail for stop- 
ping what they should never 
have started in the first place 
— as though someone were to 
jump you in a dark alley and 
start twisting your arm, at the 
same time clamoring for a con- 
ference with the police and 
possibly your car as the price 
of letting up. 

It is such a transparent play 
that even a child can_ see 
through it, and yet our Ameri- 


can statesmen and journalists 
seem to be taken in by it every 
time. One begins to question 
either their common sense or 
their good faith. 


The way to settle the Berlin 
“crisis” and the one way that 
Russia understands, is to move 
a division or two of troops in- 
to West Berlin, together with a 
few dozen tanks and several 
huge crates clearly marked 
“Caution! H-bomb.” 


Fortunately, our Catholic 
Press has kept a level head 
through it all. Mikoyan has 
been denounced in diocese after 
diocese for the plug-ugly that 
he ‘is. He should have long 
since been hanged! 


In a thrilling statement to 
the press, Cardinal Richard 
Cushing, who wears the blood 
red of one marked for mar- 
tyrdom, declared that Mikoyan 
is a “bloody henchman in the 
murderous crimes committed 
by Lenin, Stalin and Khrush- 
chev, the massacres of his own 
free Armenian Republic, the 
Ukrainian massacres of 1932- 
33, and the Hungarian massa- 
cres in 1956.” 


The Cardinal castigated 
“American business’ leaders 
and certain American business 
circles now singing the praises 
of Soviet Russia, thereby 
drowning out the cries for help 
and sympathy of the Hungar- 
ian people, upon whom, in ef- 
fect, the American nation has 
turned its back. It has permit- 
ted them to be crushed by the 
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Soviet dictatorship and Red 
Army.” 


He continued, “The concom- 
itant campaign by Soviet 
Russia for East-West trade has 
reached the point where many 
of the trade barriers against 
building up Soviet strength 
have been broken down for 
the Free World. 


“The coming of Mikoyan is 
for the purpose of persuading 
the United States to build up 
soviet defense, thus making it 
more imperative that we, in 
turn, build up a higher wall 
and higher taxes for our own 
defense. 


“What is particularly ironic 
about the Mikoyan visit,” the 
Cardinal said, “is that he jg 
being touted as the originator 
of the fraudulent ‘downgrad_ 
ing’ of Stalin, whereas in real. 
ity he is the chief creator of 
the Stalin cult, going to the ex. 
tent of publishing in 1939 a de. 
claration indicating that Stalin 
was infallible and applauding 
the crimes of the late Soviet 
dictator.” 

As the late Senator Joe Mc- 
Carthy would say if he were 
alive today, “Things are in- 
deed getting curiouser§ and 
curiouser in this great country 
of ours.” 
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T HIS paper was founded in 

the spring of 1912 to com- 
bat radical Socialism. That was 
Archbishop Noll’s avowed pur- 
pose. Only 11 years previously, 
Pope Leo XIII had mourned 
that “The harvest of misery 
is before our eyes; and the 
dreadful projects of the most 
disastrous national upheavals 
are threatening us from the 
growing power of the Socialis- 
tic movement.” 


Pope Leo was most deeply 
concerned over the threat .of 
Socialism to private property 
and the dignity and freedom of 
the individual. The Conserva- 
tive by definition sides with the 
Pope on all these things. He 
wants to ‘conserve’ all our 
traditional freedoms. 

But perhaps the Socialism 
of our day is a different item 
from that of 47 years ago? Even 
so. In ‘“Quadragesimo anno,” 
published in 1931, Pope Pius 
XI pointed out that more sub- 
tle forms of Socialism had aris- 
en since “the cause of the 
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The grandparents 
of Communism 


workingman was espoused by 
the - intellectuals,” and _ that 
these more subtle forms were 
“more dangerous and apt to de- 
ceive the unwary.” Raising the 
question as to whether Social- 
ism might be “mitigated and 
amended” so that it was no 
longer reprehensible, he stated: 


“We pronounce as follows: 
Whether Socialism be consider- 
ed as a doctrine, or as a his- 
torical fact, or a movement, if 
it really remain Socialism, it 
cannot be brought into harmony 
with the doctrines of the Cath- 
olic Church, even after it has 
yielded to truth and justice in 
the points We have mentioned; 
the reason being that it con- 
ceives human society in a way 
utterly alien to Christian truth.” 


Because of this, he added, 
“No one can be at the same 
time a sincere Catholic and a 
true Socialist.” 


“Its main aim is the forma- 
tion of minds and manners. Un- 
der the appearance of friend- 
ship, it attracts little children 
in particular and attaches them 
to itself, though its activity ex- 


tends to all the people, to make 
of them convinced Socialists, 
upon whom to build a society 
modeled on Socialistic princip- 
les .. . The formidable dangers 
which this form of Socialism 
brings in its train seem to be 
ignored or underestimated by 
those who are little concerned 
to resist it with strength and 
zeal, as the gravity of the situa- 
tion demands.”’ 

And he added this significant 
admonition: Liberals, take note! 
— “Let us bear in mind that the 
parent of this cultural Social- 
ism was Liberalism, and that 
its off-spring will be Bolshev- 
ism.” Therefore, Liberalism is 
the grandparent of Commun- 
ism! 

“But even that was 26 years 
ago,” your Socialist may say. 
“Times have changed and so 
has Socialism.” 

Not at all, said Osservtatore 
Romano, Vatican City daily, in 
a front-page editorial on Jan. 
20, 1959. There is still an “anti- 
thesis concerning essential prin- 
ciples” between Christianity 
and Socialism. 

Among the opposed principles 
were listed concepts of the state, 
the relation among classes, the 
attitude toward religion, and 
toward marriage, life, and the 
principles of education and 
teaching. 

The fact is that American 
Catholics have never quit the 
Pope on the issues of Liberalism 
and Socialism. They have al- 
‘ways been Conservative and 
they still have a deep-rooted 


suspicion of Liberalism apy 
what St. Pius X called its chil. 
Socialism. Liberalism in the 
American Church dates back 
no farther than 1936. But it has 
since become the fashionable 
point of view and many of our 
leading periodicals are filleg 
with it. 

This column has picked up 
a tremendous following, not be. 
cause the readers have any 
special love for Father Ginder— 
they have never seen me—but 
because in my writings they 
sense the good, old fashioned, 
traditional Catholic reaction to 
current headlines that they are 
not getting in other Catholic 
periodicals. And they think [I 
am “brave” just because I apply 
Catholic common-sense—which 
is Conservative! — to curent 
issues. And they pray for my 
health and protection! — for 
which, of course, I am deeply 
grateful. 

It has been alleged that the 
readers of Our SuNnpDay VIsTor 
skip this column or read it with 
hostility. Undoubtedly there are 
many who do. And not every- 
one agrees with me on every 
issue. But the overwhelming 
majority are in sympathy most 
of the time, and our circulation 
keeps climbing. Indeed, one 
pleasant by-product of Conser- 
vatism is the fact that it is 
“good business.” Forty-seven 
years of battling Socialism have 
made this paper the most wide- 
ly circulated weekly in the 
Catholic world, with a press- 
run just short of a million cop- 
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ies. Now here are some facts 
concerning the ideology of our 
readers: 


When a nationally famous 
news commentator televised 
two mentions of a book by Bill 
Buckley on aé_ coast-to-coast 
hookup in two separate tele- 
casts, urging his listeners to buy 
it, he sold precisely 67 copies. 
Using that as a yardstick, read 
on: 

When “Right or Wrong” of- 
fers a free copy of the Ameri- 
can Bar Association’s Report on 
Communist Tactics, Strategy, 
and Objectives, we get 18,000 
requests and we have had to 
order another batch of 20,000. 
There is no end to it. 

When “Right or Wrong” rec- 
ommends National Review, a 
“class” publication selling at 
$8.00 a year, the magazine sells 
over 1,000 subscriptions to 
people who spell it out that 
they are writing in at our be- 
hest. 

At this writing, the Cardinal 
Mindszenty Foundation of St. 
Louis has received 792 inquir- 
ies, merely on the strength of 
two mentions in this column— 
and the letters are still pouring 
in! 

Pll venture to say that even 
my offer of a collection of re- 
prints from this column at a 
dollar, made last week, will 
draw between 8,000 and 10,000 
requests. 

It proves that American 
Catholics are overwhelmingly 
Conservative. It is only the pub- 


licists who are Liberal — and 
because they are the most vo- 
cal, they create a wrong im- 
pression. 


I could never understand the 
mentality of the Catholic who 
chooses to uphold a Liberal 
ghetto bounded on the north by 
the Saturday Review and on the 
south by the Nation or the New 
Republic. 


John D. Kruettner, the car- 
toonist for National Review, 
keeps a notebook on the grand- 
iloquent non-sequiturs of the 
Liberals, and there is just 
enough verisimilitude about his 
parodies to make him ineffably 
droll. To cite a few: 


“You don’t get the point. Leg- 
islative encroachment on Exec- 
utive and Judicial power is 
Demagoguery. Executive and 
Judicial encroachment on Con- 
gressional powers is Protection 
Against Legislative Tyranny.” 

“Although innocent as a baby, 
Yd be horribly incriminated if 
I answered that qusetion.” 


“A sincere incompetent 
should be presumed competent 
until proved insincere.” 

“Guilt-By-Association is ab- 
horrent. Innocence-By-Associa- 
tion is proper, valid, and O.K.” 

“When you question the loy- 
alty of an electrician, you are 
attacking Electricity.” 

“The ‘climate’ of the Thirties 
was conducive to treason, there 
fore treason in the Thirties was 
not treason.” 

“The Constitution is outmod- 
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ed. Besides, all methods used 
to prevent its liquidation are 
unConstitutional.” 


“Since action is merely an ex- 
tension of thought, any limi- 
tation placed on action becomes, 
by extension, thought-control.” 


“The sanctity of an oath ig 
uphold the Constitution is Tela_ 


tive. How on earth can yo, 
equate a Congressman’s Cynica] 
Repudiation with a Supreme 
Court Justice’s Agonizing Re_ 
appraisal?” 

And many others . 
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[t was bound to come. Having 
succeeded in dictating to the 
farmers just how many acres 
they may set out in their var- 
ious crops, the “planners” are 
now thinking of limiting the 
number of babies a mother may 
have. According to the New 
York Times (Jan. 11), Dr. 
George W. Beadle, Noble Prize- 
winning geneticist of the Cali- 
fornia Institute of Technology, 
said at a forum on “resources of 
the future’ in Washington re- 
cently that society would have 
to decide soon “whether indi- 
viduals should retain the right 
to determine how many child- 
ren they will have.” 


And who is “society”? Dr. 
Beadle certainly is not thinking 
of you or me, gentle reader. 
When he speaks of “society” he 
means the boys with the Ph. D.’s 
in the social sciences from Co- 
lumbia, Harvard, and his own 
Cal. Tech. You and I are only 
“people,” and as Harry Hopkins 
once observed, “The people are 
just too damned dumb!” 

How can any mother be ex- 
pected to know how many bab- 
ies she should have unless she 
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has picked up a few credits in 
genetics or sociology at Cornell 
or Pitt? 


If present trends continue, we 
can expect the state one day 
to take the baby from its moth- 
er’s arms, the way a farmer 
scoops out the eggs from under 
a setting hen, to be raised in a 
state nursery. That would be 
socialism — but, as Pius XI ob- 
served, socialism is the daugh- 
ter of liberalism. 


Hence it is disturbing to read 
in a recent Kiplinger Letter 
that “The people, the voters, 
are much more liberal than con- 
servative. They want ‘benefits’ 
and are only vaguely bothered 
about the tax load.” 

God grant that Kiplinger is 
wrong, but if he is right it is 
because the people do not real- 
ize the extent of the taxes they 
are forced to pay. If people had 
to pay a direct 20% tax on 
sugar, butter, milk, and the 
other staples of everyday life, 
they would very soon rise up 
and demand economy in gov- 
ernment. 

But the tax is hidden in the 
price of the product itself or by 
being withheld from one’s sal- 
ary. Let us say a pastor pays 
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his sexton $300 a month. The 
pastor is forced to remit, say, 
$25 each month to the govern- 
ment. The sexton never sees it. 
In time he starts to complain, 
not against the government, but 
against the pastor for paying 
him only $275 a month! So the 
pastor raises him to $325 a 
month, but now he must remit 
even more to the government, 
and so the dog keeps chasing 
his tail around and around. 


Here in Pittsburgh, we have 
all sorts of civic improvements 
under way: a 4-lane highway 
through the heart of the city, 
slums being ripped out in the 
Hill District, redevelopment 
planned for the Northside, etc. 
If Pittsburghers had been forc- 
ed to finance these grandiose 
projects, they would have voted 
it down. But much of the work 
is being accomplished with fed- 
eral money, which gives Pitts- 
burghers the hazy idea that, 
somehow, the people of Cleve- 
land or maybe San Francisco 
are paying for their handsome 
new throughway. And I suppose 
that, in like manner, the people 
of Cleveland and San Francisco 
imagine that we Pittsburghers 
are paying for their slum-clear- 
ance programs. 

But can’t people see that the 
Federal Government never puts 
a dollar in your hand until it 
has first taken that dollar plus 
the cost of collection, bookkeep- 
ing, distribution, etc., out of 
your pocket? 

The basic fallacy of the so- 
cialists is their myth of the per- 


fect society in which there w; 
be no crime, no hunger, no dis 
ease — a utopia to be achieveg 
by money and gadgets. I listen. 
ed recently to a talk on juvenile 
delinquency in which the speak. 
er — a priest, so help me! __ 
blamed the whole problem on 
inadequate housing. Accordin 
to his reasoning, juvenile delin. 
quency would clear up over. 
night if we could only get all 
the youngsters into bright little 
homes with chintz curtains ang 
a rumpus-room. 


It might help, but it certain- 
ly would not dry up the main- 
spring of juvenile crime, which 
is original sin. (There are just 
as many sins committed in the 
mansions of the rich as in the 
tenements of the poor. You can’t 
lick the Devil with money and 
gadgets.) 


Only God can make a perfect 
society. The closest approach to 
it on earth is to be found in our 
prisons, where everything is 
well ordered with regular 
meals, warm clothing, and lots 
of work. But who wants to live 
in jail? 

One of our readers asked for 
a thumbnail distinction be- 
tween the conservative and the 
liberal. It is this: The conserva- 
tive believes that the least gov- 
ernment is the best government. 
He is appalled at the fact that 
one out of every five Americans 
is working for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. He wants government 
returned to the states and the 
municipalities. It is the govern- 
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| ment’s duty to maintain social 


order, and that’s all. 

Of course, now, there will be 
yictim cases. Freedom implies 
liberty of choice. If I have the 
freedom to take a thousand dol- 
jars and parlay it into a pros- 
perous business, I have the same 
freedom to go out and squander 
it on foolishness. If I have the 
freedom to save for my old age, 
I am also free to live improvid- 
ently and wind up penniless. 

But that is where religion en- 
ters in — and this is a religious 
country. As Dan Smoot puts it 
in one of his excellent reports, 
“Every American has an indi- 
vidual responsibility under God 
to help his neighbor in distress; 
but the decision as to when, 
how much, and to whom is leg- 
ally and morally his, and not 
his government’s.” 


Washington’s Birthday recalls 
the time in this great land of 
ours when patriots were willing 
to stake their life, fortune, and 
sacred honor for freedom from 
government. They met and with 
their concerted wisdom devised 
a system of checks and balances 
designed to keep the govern- 
ment from encroaching on their 
freedom. They were not asking 
the government for anything, 
they were telling the govern- 
ment what it must do. They 
were conservatives. 

And they built a nation 
which for 125 years was the 
hope of mankind. Between 1790 
and 1921 wave after wave of 
immigrants came flooding into 
New York, 40 million of them, 


leaving all the tyranny and mil- 
itarism of Europe behind them. 
Then, suddenly, America falt- 
ered and lost faith, and in an 
effort to restore the old way, 
the “worn-out quackeries of 
old-collectivism” were intro- 
duced. 

In “Witness,” the story of his 
life, Whittaker Chambers has 
penned a brilliant analysis of 
the situation: 

“(The) drift was prevailing 
toward socialism, though the 
mass of those who, in part di- 
rected, in part were carried 
along by it, sincerely supposed 
that they were liberals . .. the 
New Deal was a genuine revo- 
lution, whose deepest purpose 
was not simply reform within 
existing traditions, but a basic 
change in the social, and, above 
all, the power relationships 
within the nation. It was not 
a revolution by violence. It was 
a revolution by bookkeeping 
and lawmaking.” 

The conclusion, as drawn by 
Frank S. Meyer, is: 

“1) That contemporary lib- 
eralism is in agreement with 
Communism on the most es- 
sential point — the necessity 
and desirability of socalism,; 

“2) That it regards all inher- 
ited value — theological, philo- 
sophical, political—as without 
intrinsic virtue or authority; 

“3) That, therefore, no irre- 
concilable differences exist be- 
tween it and Communism — 
only differences as to method 
and means; 

“4) That, in view of these 
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characteristics of their ideology, 
the liberals are unfit for the 
leadership of a free society, and 
intrinsically incapable of offer- 
ing serious opposition to the 
Communist offensive.” 

It takes “guts” to be a con- 
servative in times like these. 
Have you the courage to put 
your foot down firmly against 
the current trend toward big 
government? to vote against 
“benefits” from Washington? 

If it may be said that I am 
‘trying to turn back the clock, I 


reply with Chesterton that ong 
has no choice when the clock 
is telling the wrong time. Ang 
if it means restoring America 
to what she was in 1900, 9; 
1850, or 1800, with no conscrip- 


tion, no national debt ito 
speak of, and no income 
tax, when you could give 


a boy a $10 goldpiece fo; 
his graduation without going to 
jail for it, and when traitors 
were hanged by the neck untij 
dead—then let’s go! I’m all for 
it! 


Remember Nettie Gordon! 


[N the current international 

crisis, when the Russia First 
people are deliberately throw- 
ing so much dust into our eyes, 
it is important that we get an 
understanding of the basic is- 
sues in simple terms and vivid 
images. 


First of all, never forget that 
the cut-throats in the Kremlin 
are holding one-third of hu- 
manity in slavery. Given a free 
election, their armies would im- 
mediately be driven out of 
Hungary, Poland, E. Germany, 
Romania, Czechoslovakia, Bul- 
garia, and — well, you know 
that whole dreary litany as 
well as I. 


The free world naturally is 
horrified at such a situation and 
feels compassion for the victim 
peoples, but the Kremlin calls 
this tension a “cold war.” Nev- 
ertheless, it is a tension which 
they themselves perpetuate — 
the same tension that exists 
when a respectable citizen sees 
a hoodlum clobbering an old 
lady. The way to end such ten- 
sion is not by agreeing that it 
is perfectly all right to beat up 
old ladies, but by forcing the 
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hoodlum to stop and let the 
woman go. : 

At this stage of the game, the 
goon-squad ruling Russia is 
striving eagerly toward accept- 
ance by the Free World of the 
“status quo” in Eastern Europe. | 
They want their machine-gun ° 
rule accepted as peaceful de- 
mocracy, the equal of free par- 
liamentary governments such 
as England’s Italy’s, and our 
own. 

They want us to agree that 
what’s done is done. It is a “fait 
accompli” that can never be 
undone. They want us to get 
used to it. Among the Russia 
First people this is known as 
“being realistic,” “facing facts.” 
It is the “elastic foreign policy” 
so many people call for—‘elas- 
tic’ meaning that it is not 
bound by principles of justice 
or truth. 

But such a settlement would 
mean good-bye forever to a 
united Germany, with Poland, 
Hungary, Albania, the Baltic 
States, and all the rest of East- 
ern Europe forever sunk in 
slavery and atheism. 

That is why the Free World 
must stand firm against all the 
gaudy gimcracks being paraded 
before our eyes to distract us: 
sputniks and luniks, Bolshoi 


Ballets, summit talks, discus- 
sions of nuclear armistice, trea- 
ties proposed for outer space, 
Quemoy crisis, Berlin crisis — 
we should brush all these 
things aside and keep harping 
on the essentials: 

What about civil liberties in 
Russia and the slave countries? 
Why not free elections in East 
Germany? What has become of 
Romania, Albania, Hungary, 
Poland? When are you going to 
free the slaves in Siberia? 

These are the roots of the 
cold war, and as long as we are 
Christians we cannot forget 
them. We will not let by-gones 
be by-gones. This is one 
case where we intend to turn 
back the clock to where it was 
in 1932. . 

But surely there is no harm 
in a summit conference? in cul- 
tural exchanges? in continuing 
diplomatic relations? in Nixon 
paying a return call on Anastas 
Mikoyan? 

Think of it this way: Here 
in Pittsburgh some 30 years ago 
we had a wealthy and beautiful 
woman known as Nettie Gor- 
don. But Nettie was no lady. 
She lived off the earnings of 
an estimated 150 call-girls. 
“Queen of the Northside,” her 
services were scaled to fit the 
purse of everyone from banker 
to Boy Scout. . 

Now Nettie would have given 
anything to be invited to dinner 
with our Bishop Boyle, for she 
desperately wanted to be taken 
for a lady. She craved respect- 
ability, and it would have 
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boosted her stock so high in the 
community if she could only 
have had her picture in the pa_ 
pers standing on the steps og 
the cathedral in conversation 
with our bishop. But somehow 
she could never get Bishop Boy. 
le’s consent to a summit con- 
ference or even a cultural ex. 
change! He just wouldn’t have 
anything to do with her. 


Now you can see why Khr. 
ushchev wants to sit before the 
camera with our President — 
because it looks to the worlg 
like a meeting between two 
equally morally decent person- 
ages, whereas we all know that 
morally Khrushchev stinks with 
a stench ten thousand times 
worse than that of the late 
Nettie Gordon. 

And when we watch the Bo- 
lshoi Ballet and, shortly, when 
we shall see their movies — 
for they will undoubtedly be 
shown on TV — we will be 
tempted to take these charming 
automata for their festered 
rulers. Transfer of sympathy 
from them to the hoodlums be- 
hind them will come quite eas- 
ily, with the constant tempta- 
tion to think: “Aw, the heck 
with it. Let’s let by-gones be 
by-gones. After all, you can’t 
stay mad forever. Who cares 
about Poland anyway, and Hun- 
Bary vac 

We must think of everyone 
implicated in the conspiracy 
as a pariah and treat him as 
though he had smallpox — the 
way Our Lord handled th 
Pharisees. If and when they are 


willing to step out from behind 
their machine guns, then we 
may consider “socializing.” But 
until then... 
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My last suggested letter to the 
editor was used so widely across 
the country that I am encourag- 
ed to submit another. This is a 
recent statement by General 
Bonner Fellers who was on 
MacArthur’s staff during WW 
II. You have the General’s per- 
mission to use it without quot- 
es or credit. Just sign your 
name to it and send it in. If 
you have time, send it also to 
your Congressman and Senator. 
(Call your local postmaster for 
their names and_ addresses.) 
Here goes: 


“Since World War II the 
United States has spent some 
$70 billion on foreign aid. The 
general objectives of this aid 
were threefold: First, to sup- 
plement our own defense; Se- 
cond, to prevent the free world 
from being drawn into the com- 
munist orbit; Third, to enhance 
American prestige abroad. 


“It is shocking that our fabu- 
lous foreign aid program has 
disappointed even those who 


have administered it and who 
are dedicated to the collective 
security concept. The funds 
which have been syphoned from 
American taxpayers into for- 
eign coffers contribute very 
little to our military security. 
Foreign aid has not stopped 
communist expansion. And for- 
eign aid has financed a social- 


istic trend — inimical to our .- 


concept of government — in 
many of the countries, which 
has not only failed to enhance 
our prestige abroad but in most 
au has- actually lowered 
2G 

Another possibility: “Editor: 
I would suggest we move to- 
ward easing cold-war tensions 
by asking Khrushchev when he 
intends to release the millions of 
slaves in Siberia, permit East 
Germany to unite with West 
Germany, withdraw his troops 
from Romania, Albania, Hun- 
gary, Poland, and the . Baltic 
States, and grant civil liberties 
and a free press to his own 
people.” a 

It’s only one sentence but you 
will be surprised at the letters 
it will draw, denouncing you 
as a fascist beast and a war- 
monger, 


yy 


What are we waiting for? 


ON September 2, the Com- 

munists shot down an un- 
armed United States Air Force 
transport which had strayed a 
few miles over Russia due to a 
navigational error. There were 
17 American airmen abroad. 
The facts were known immedi- 
ately. Our monitoring stations 
took a tape recording of the 
four Red pilots gloating over 
the murder. But the tape was 
withheld from the American 
public for five months. Our gov- 
ernment has not yet explained 
this lapse of time. 


Two of the airmen were 
scheduled for burial in Arling- 
ton National Cemetery on Feb- 
ruary 4. But it so happened 
that Anastas 
visiting in this country at that 
time, and so the State Depart- 
ment persuaded the Air Force 
to hold up the funeral for fear 
of embarrassing our  distin- 
guished guest. 

“Thus,” as Human Events re- 
marked, “the Soviet official de- 
parted without having a distas- 
teful burial spoil his convivial 
sojourn, and an American wife 
was allowed to wait three 
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Mikoyan was - 


weeks before she could weep 
over the charred body she be- 
lieved to be her husband.” 


It has been suggested, with 
sarcasm, that the State Depari- 
ment might have invited Mi- 
koyan to deliver the eulogy at 
the grave. 


By now we should be used to 
such treatment from Russia. 

In April, 1950, they shot 
down one of our Navy planes 
over the Baltic Sea. Ten of our 
boys were killed. We protested. 


In November, 1951, they shot 
down one of our Navy planes 
over the Sea of Japan. The 
whole crew was lost. We pro- 
tested. 


In October, 1952, they shot 
down an American B-29 off the 
Kurile Islands near Japan. Eight 
of our boys were lost. We pro- 
tested. 


In July, 1953, they shot down 
one of our planes over inter- 
national waters off the coast of 
Siberia. Sixteen of our boys 
were killed. We protested. 

In September, 1954, they shot 
down one of our Navy planes, 
again over international waters 
off the coast of Siberia. One of 
our boys was killed. We pro- 
tested. 
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On November 7, 1954, they 
shot down one of our B-29s off 
the Kurile Islands. We protest- 
ed. 

On June 7, 1958, one of our 
Army helicopters was blown off 
course during a thunderstorm 
and was forced down in East 
Germany. The nine of our boys 
abroad were held as hostages 
for six weeks. We protested. 


On June 27, 1958, one of our 
military transports, unarmed, 
ducked across the Soviet border 
to escape a storm, and was shot 
down. Ten days later, the nine 
men aboard straggled back to 
civilization with tales of abus- 
ive treatment from the hands of 
Soviet peasants. 


And these are only atrocites 
that concern our aircraft. 

Isn’t it time, now, to stop pro- 
testing, to send their ambas- 
sador packing and recall our 
ambassador from Moscow? 
What are we waiting for? 

Such a step does not mean 
war. Within the last few years, 
Russia herself has broken off 
relations with Israel and Aus- 
tralia—and there was no war. 
On the contrary, the Kremlin 


"was very astutely using diplo- 


matic recognition as. a lever to 
exert pressure in furthering 
Russian policy. 

But the State Department 
keeps insisting that “The con- 
tinuance of diplomatic relat- 
ions with the Soviet Govern- 
ment does not signify any ap- 
proval on our part whatsoever 
of its government or of its ac- 
tions.” 


That simply is not true, nor 
is it commonly recognized as 
true. For if such were the case, 
American Protestants would not 
object to diplomatic rcognition 
of Vatican City by the United 
States. 


In any event, the position is 
completely indefensible. We 
have never recognized any 
government which, to quote 
Charles Evans Hughes, has “re- 
pudiated the obligations in- 
herent in international inter- 
course and defied the principles 
upon which alone it can be con- 
ducted.” 


Further, we have never re- 
cognized any government 
which openly declared its 
avowed intention of destroying 
us, as in this case. Moreover, 
the Kremlin gangsters are not 
the legitimate representatives 
of the Russian people. They 
seized power with the help of 
soldiers and machine guns. 


Diplomatic relations are 
maintained,” says the State De- 
partment, ‘‘because they pro- 
vide a useful and valuable 
mechanism for conducting the 
business of our government.” 


What business? We are not 
supposed to be doing any busi- 
ness with Moscow, an enemy 
that we are spending more than 
$35 billion a year to protect 
ourselves against. 

“It is of basic importance,” 
says the State Department, “to 
take into account the _ effect 
which it (severance) would 
have on the international scene 
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and the United States in partic- 
ular.” 


The effect would be wonder- 
ful. Instead of the “interna- 
tional scene” let us substitute 
195 million Russian human be- 
ings, created in the image and 
likeness of God, even as you 
and I. Let us in the same way 
include 24 million Poles, 12 
million Czechs, 9 million Hun- 
garians, up to the total of 800 
million behind the iron curtain. 
The refugees from Soviet tyr- 
anny have quite universally 
expressed bewilderment that 
we recognize and negotiate 
with their slave-masters, com- 
pletely unmindful of the 
wretched prisoners themselves. 


What effect do you think our 
severing diplomatic relations 
would have on these millions 
of human beings?—on Chiang 
Kai-shek?—on Syngman Rhee? 


According to the State De- 
partment, “Breaking relations 
would have serious adverse ef- 
fect on the work of the United 
Nations.” But is it logical, on 
the one hand, to veto the ad- 
mission of Red China to the UN 
because of its aggressive poli- 
cies and at the same time per- 
mit the Soviet Union to remain 
in the UN while it continues its 
aggression against other mem- 
bers of the UN? 


You will also hear it said 
that our embassy in Moscow 
has value as a listening post. 
This was punctured by a recent 
report of the House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee en- 


titled “Patterns of Communist 


Espionage.” The Russian Em. 
bassy in Washington shelter, 
442 spys, more than five times 
the staff of our embassy jy, 
Moscow. All of the Soviet staf 
are imported. Ours must be 
hired in Moscow. Our Moscow 
embassy is wired and buggeg 
from attic to cellar, our diplo- 
mats trailed by the Russian po- 
lice. Who is listening on whom? 


Diplomatic recognition is es. 
sential to Communist subver. 
sion. The Communist espion- 
age apparatus needs the diplo- 
matic immunity of its embas-. 
sies and consulates to set up spy 
centers. It needs the unbroken 
seal of the diplomatic pouch to 
transmit orders to its spies and 
couriers and to receive back 
their reports and microfilmed 
documents. 


The following are on record 
as urging a diplomatic break 
with Russia: the Committee on 
Communist Tactics, Strategy, 
and Objectives of the American 
Bar Association; the Daughters 
of the American Revolution; 22 
State Conventions of the Amer- 
ican Legion; the Holy Name So- 
cieties of the Archdiocese of 
Boston; the Committee of En- 
dorsers; Commander-in-Chief 
Richard L. Roudebush of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars; 
House Majority Leader John W. 
McCormack; U.S. News and 
World Report; the St. Louis 
Globe Democrat, and a host of 
others. 


So what are we waiting for? 


ces ANY ci 


Deadline: 1973 


VERY once in a while you 

run across something that 
throws a kind of spotlight on 
something that previously you 
had known only in a dull and 
notional way. I had always 
known that there are three 
basic axioms of Communism: 
1) there is no God; 2) man is 
merely an animal; and 3) man 
does not control his own actions 
but is moved entirely by outside 
pressures. 


But there is an Australian 
physician, surgeon, and psychi- 
atrist by the name of Dr. Fred- 
erick Charles Schwarz who is 
making a career of fighting 
Communism the way some men 
make a career of fighting fire, 
and his testimony some months 
ago before the House Un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee was 
blood-chilling. 


In the eyes of the Communist, 
he said, man has no soul, no 
spirit, no significant individual 
value. He is no better than a 
horse and, as with a horse, the 
laws of animal husbandry can 
be used to improve the breed. 
Hence, the Communist sees us 
Christian anti - Communists 
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pretty much as a farmer views 
so many sick cows. They must 
be exterminated. 


“To them it is not murder,” 
says Dr. Schwarz. “Murder is a 
bourgeois term which means 
killing individuals for bad rea- 
sons. They are going to kill 
classes for good reasons.” 


Khrushchev connived in 
murdering 10 million of his own 
countrymen. Did he not per- 
haps feel a twinge of consci- 
ence? Not at all, says Dr. 
Schwarz, for those murders ad- 
vanced Communist power and 
world conquest and were in the 
direction of “history’s will.” 
Therefore, they were moral and 
righteous acts. Any twinge of 
conscience would be a remnant 
of Khrushchev’s bourgeois up- 
bringing and a failure of his 
Communist personality. 


Himself a qualified psychia- 
trist, Dr. Schwarz believes that 
paranoia is at the heart of Com- 
munism. He _ believes that 
their theoretical concepts have 
become more convincing to 
them than the facts—that, for 
instance, they firmly and sin- 
cerely believe that the riots in 
Hungary were organized by the 
vicious American imperialists. 


Dr. Schwarz cites the Rosen- 
berg case as an instance of mass 
paranoia generating world hys- 
teria: “The Communists mani- 
fested their tremendous effici- 


ency as agitators around the’ 


world on behalf of the Rosen- 
bergs. The name ‘Rosenberg’ 
became the best known Ameri- 
can name throughout the world. 
There were riots in many coun- 
tries, and actually quite a num- 
ber of people died on behalf of 
the Rosenbergs. Everywhere 
the Communists and their 
friends were heart-stricken and 
desperately miserable because 
of the dreadful anti-Semitic 


conspiracy that was leading to 


this cruel persecution of these 
two poor Rosenbergs. 


“In the midst of it all, they 
suddenly arrested a lot of their 
own leading Jews in Czecho- 
slovakia, men of position, pow- 
er, and Communist character; 
and after a farce of a trial, 
which occupied about two 
weeks, they publicly executed 
them. The outsider looking on 
would say, ‘What sort of people 
are these? How hypocritical can 
you be?” 

“The two Rosenbergs had 
been given a fair trial. The 
trial was before a jury of their 
peers, conducted by an impar- 
tial judge. Appeals were heard 
and every civil liberty granted 
that the fairest judicial system 
in the world can provide. 

“In Czechoslovakia, these 
Jews were practically murder- 
ed after the most summary of 
judicial farces. What hypocrisy! 


You would expect the Com. 
munists to have at least some 
sense of guilt, but there was no 
manifestation of it whatsoever, 


“The execution of the Rosen- 
bergs was an act that would 
retard Communist world con- 
quests. Therefore, it was an 
evil act. Therefore, the Rosen- 
bergs were guiltless. Therefore, 
the evidence against them was 
perjury. Therefore, those who 
gave the evidence against them 
were perjurers and criminals. 


Therefore, every progressive 


and moral proletarian heart 
must be emotionally disturbed 
because of this dreadful and 
evil act perpetrated with cruel- 
ty, brutality, and injustice. 

“On the other hand, the ar- 
rest and execution of the Czech- 
oslovak Jews would advance 
Communist world conquest; it 
would please the Arabs; _ it 
would set the stage for Com- 
munist influence in the Near 
East, which we see coming to 
fruition today. 

“It was an act in the interest 
of world conquest by Commun- 
ism; therefore, it was a good 
act. Therefore, they were guil- 
ty. Therefore, they were crim- 
inals. Therefore, the evidence 
against them was true. There- 
fore, every progressive heart 
must feel a sense of elation 
and rejoicing that justice tri- 
umphed with their death.” 


How have the Communists 
been so. successful at re- 
cruiting supporters among the 
upper classes, the students, pro- 
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fessors, and intellectuals gen- 
erally? 

Such people, says Dr. 
Schwarz, are generally mater- 
ialists to begin with. They don’t 
believe in God, the soul, or an 
afterlife. So an appeal is made 
to pride — the most heinous of 
human sins, incidentally. 


The candidate for Commun- 
ism “is more intelligent than 
the average man, and he sees 
the opportunity to mold man 
and create history, whereas the 
dull, brutal driven herd sweeps 
on unaware of the forces that 
create it and drive it forward. 
He is one of the elite, the 
chosen, and the _ intellectual 
aristocracy. In combination with 
this intellectual pride, the re- 
ligious nature of man demands 
a purpose in life; they find in 
this vision of human regenera- 
tion a religious refuge for their 
Godless hearts.” 


A summit conference? — “To 
negotiate true peace with people 
who are utterly dedicated to the 
concept of this historical in- 
evitability of class war and their 
victory is impossible. To think 
that we can do it is to indicate 
a failure to understand Com- 
munism so completely that it 
approaches mental illness. To 
the Communist every negotia- 
tion is an act of war. Every 
peace petition is an act of war. 
Every disarmament conference 
is an act of war. 


“As long as keeping their 
promise would advance their 
programs of conquest, they 


could be trusted to keep it. The 
moment that keeping their 
promise hindered their program 
of world conquest, it would be 
their moral and righteous duty 
to break it. Actually, crazy as it 
sounds, to them, breaking their 
promise would be keeping it.” 

At this point Richard Arens, 
council for the committee, re- 
marked that “when this com- 
mittee has hearings in which 
we subpoena before us people 
who are identified under oath 
as hard-core members of the 
Communist conspiracy, they 
very cleverly attack the com- 
mittee as though we are the 
ones out to destroy the Consti- 
tution, as though they are the 
ones who are defending the 
Constitution by invoking the 
fifth amendment; and they have 
a significant segment of the so- 
called liberals of the country 
who go right down the line with 
them.” 


“This is the paradox,” replied 
Dr. Schwarz. “Here are our very 
precious, cherished liberties that 
did not come about by accident, 
that are the envy and admira- 
tion of the rest of the world; 
here is a group of people, the 
Communists, openly dedicated 
to their total destruction, and 
yet these Communists are able 
to take advantage of these very 
liberties and to hide behind 
these liberties for their purposes 
of destruction and to recruit as 
their ‘runners of interference’ 
well meaning American citizens. 


‘“‘This is the paradox that con- 
fronts us... how can we rout 


a 


them out, expose and disarm 
them without doing damage to 
the constitutional system and 
liberty under law which are so 
cherished in America? I believe 
it can be done, it must be done; 
and it is being done.” 

Basic Communist strategy in 
1952 renounced the inevitability 
of WW III. World conquest 
without war, called “peaceful 
coexistence,” became their basic 


strategy. The year 1973 has 
been set as a tentative deadline 
for the world takeover, accord. 
ing to Dr. Schwarz: four more 
5-year plans for Asia, with the 
immediate threat to Africa and 
Europe, “while the weakening, 
softening, and degeneration of 
America continues, and avoiding 
an atomic-hydrogen war, their 
conquest is contemplated about 
that time.” 


paey oe 


Leftism in the Church 


\WHEN the president of a 
Catholic college confronts 
the president of a secular col- 
lege, there must be a certain de- 
gree of unavoidable tension, for 
each represents a system of 
thought diametrically opposed 
to the other. 


We Catholics believe in eter- 
nal truth. There are certain 
facts about our existence that 
have always been true, that are 
true now, that will be true for- 
ever: the existence and provid- 
ence. of God, for instance; the 
immortality of the soul; free- 
dom of the will; the existence 
of a moral law; the divinity of 
the Church. Further, we have 
them all checked and codified. 
We can go to our library and 
put our finger on them at will: 


the Catechism and Denzinger’s | 


Enchiridion. 

But the non-Catholic scholar 
is often what is called a relativ- 
ist. He has no fixed values. To 
him, everything is afloat in a 
sea of change. 

The human soul? — “Non- 
sense! Man is nothing more 
than a walking chemical lab- 
oratory.” 
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The moral law? — “Custom, 
instinct, expediency, conven- 
tion, superstition, a set of 
scruples — anything but a law, 
anything but changeless and 
eternal.” 


Freedom of the will?—‘“Rub- 
bish! Man reacts to various sets 
of stimuli quite automatically.” 

And, incidentally, it is this 
sort of indoctrination to which 
you expose your teen-agers 
when you send them to a secu- 
lar college. 

Now, there was a time when 
all civilized men in the West or 
East, subscribed to Catholic 
values because everyone was 
Catholic. But when some gov- 
ernments recognized heresy and 
actually connived with it in the 
16th century, establishing it as 
the favored system of thought 
— especially in the North of 
Europe which was economical- 
ly prosperous at the time — the 
Catholic outlook began to lose 
ground until finally — except- 
ing in lands and institutions still 
under Catholic influence — it 
was washed out completely. 

Right now in America, rela- 
tivism is what might be called 
the “established” system of 
thought. It is supported by the 
moneyed classes, the secular 


universities, even ~~ insofar as 
that is possible — by the Gov- 
ernment: which means that it 
has lavish rewards to confer on 
its own disciples. 


It seems that you read fre- 
quently of someone giving a few 
more millions — not to Du- 
quesne, or St. Bonaventure’s, or 
Fordham, but to Harvard, Yale, 
Chicago, or Pitt. Honorary de- 
grees are seldom conferred on 
Franciscan theologians or Do- 
minican philosophers. They go 
to scholars and scientists from 
their own faculties. 


It is true that the great foun- 
dations may include an oc- 
casional Catholic among their 
number, but this is mainly win- 
dow-trimming, for they choose 
their man very carefully. They 
don’t want any “trouble-mak- 
ers’ — men who will stand up 
too vigorously for the rights of 
eternal truth. They want good 
mixers, people who will main- 
tain a decent silence rather than 
challenge the postulates of the 
established order. 


Confronted with such a situa- 
tion, we Catholics can either 
convert them or join them. But 
if we join them, we will no 
longer be Catholic. We have to 
convert them, for by God’s own 
definition we are “‘the salt of 
the earth.” Our Lord drew His 
image from the process of pre- 
serving food. Meat is cured with 
salt to keep it from rotting. Our 
Lord thinks of us Catholics as 
placed in society to keep it from 
spoiling. 

But you can see the terms of 


the conflict. In its essentials, i; 
is the same old duel that naileg 
Christ to the Cross. Twenty cen. 
turies later, the temptation is to 
“get on” in our mixed com. 
munity by diluting our religion, 
by smoothing off the sharp dis- 
tinctions that set Christ’s own 
apart from the rest — by be. 
coming less Catholic, in other 
words. 


In last week’s issue of the 
Brooklyn Tablet, Pat Scanlon 
called attention to a number of 
catchwords that almost serve 
as labels of this type. They all 
seem to look down their nose at 
our parents and grandparents 
as an inferior type of Catholic. 
Our forebears lived in a cultural 
“ghetto” — by marrying their 


own and building their own. 


schools? One cannot be too sure 
just what is meant by this, but 
the tone is always patronizing. 


We must enter into “dia- 
logues” with those around us. 
This sounds fine until we learn 
their meaning: we are to read 
articles and hear _ speeches 
knocking our Church. 


When one first hears it said 
that ours is a “pluralistic”? com- 
munity, one can agree with en- 
thusiasm and the zealous intent 
to obey Our Lord as best one 
can by turning it into a monistic 
community where everyone is 
happily Catholic. But that is 
just the opposite of their mean- 
ing. It seems to be their ideal 
that we should soft-pedal our 
apostolate and leave our neigh- 
bor to live and die in his error. 
Perish the thought! 
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As I wrote last week, it is 
possible for error to gain such 
momentum that it sweeps prac- 
tically everything before it. 


Take one magazine, for in- 
stance, that has acquired im- 
mense prestige through careful 
editing. In its early days, it pub- 
lished Chesterton, Belloc, Dim- 
net, Cram, and Joergensen; 
Bishops Shahan and James 
Hugh Ryan, Cardinal Von 
Galen, Maynard, Martindale, 
and Lynn Thorndike; Friedrich 
Funder, Agnes Repplier, Shane 
Leslie, Padraic Colum, and tens 
of others equally distinguished. 
For ten or 11 years it was the 
light of the Catholic Church in 
America. 


Then one day it came out in 
support of the Reds in Spain. 
The rest of the Catholic press 
was scandalized. There was an 
intramural squabble on _ the 
Magazine, a new editor took 
over, and behold! the first “‘lib- 
eral” periodical among Catho- 
lics — consistently, predictably 
out of step with the majority of 
the Catholic Press on almost 
every issue. But the investment 
made by their devoted staff and 
brilliant contributors through 
the previous decade enabled 
them to weather the storm and 
establish a new trend among 
Catholics. 


This was that critical decade 
when the Reds infiltrated 
Hollywood, writers, publishers, 
and reviewers of books, enter- 
tainers, and hosts of journalists, 
not to speak of the 9,000 preach- 


ers and the 6,000 scholars. It 
became a fad. 


Starting in 1933, the Govern- 
ment opened its doors to the 
traitors. Russia was given diplo- 
matic recognition and with it a 
beachhead for direct espionage 
in our country. Eventually, we 
gave them $11 billion in aid. 


During the war, as I said, 
open criticism of American 
policy towards Communism was 
pretty well muted in the Church 
for the sake of national unity. 
We all kept thinking, ‘‘When 
this is all over, then we can 
speak up.” 


But by the time it was over, 
a new generation of Catholics 
was on hand, educated in sym- 
pathy with the war administra- 
tion, ignorant of its blunders, 
and equipped with a hundred 
excuses for co-existence with 
the Anti-Christ. Liberalism was 
now pretty well in the saddle, 
and the publicist who ventured 
to speak up for the old Catholic 
values of intransigent truth and 
contempt for all evil — Black or 
Red — was likely to be put 
down as an eccentric. 


But, fortunately, ours is a 
Church large enough to accom- 
modate free speech. In fact, 
Father Karl Rahner, S.J., points 
out that this is practically the 
only means “whereby Church 
authorities can get an all-round 
view of the actual situation.” 
(Free Speech in the Church, 
Sheed & Ward, 1960) 


If Church authorities do not 
allow the people to speak their 


minds, says Father Rahner, if 
they “do not, in more dignified 
language, encourage or even 
tolerate, with courage and for- 
bearance and even a certain op- 
timism free from anxiety, the 
growth of a public opinion with- 
in the Church, they run the risk 
of directing her from a sound- 
proof ivory tower, instead of 
straining their ears to catch the 


voice of God, which can also be 
audible within the clamour of 
the times.” 

The fact remains, however, 
that among several conflicting 
voices, some are bound to be 
closer to, some farther from the 
truth, though it be a million, a 
thousand, or only a handful de- 
fending their own particular 
view. 
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Uncle Sam’s money hunger 


¢ T WENTY-FIVE years 
ago,” says Ezra Taft 
Benson, Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, writing in the current is- 
sue of Reader’s Digest, ‘the fed- 
eral government received one- 
fourth of all the taxes collected 
in the United States. Today the 
federal government collects not 
one-fourth but three-fourths of 
all our taxes. 


“Twenty-five years ago all 
taxes, federal, state and local, 
took 21 per cent of our national 
income. Today taxes take 31 
per cent.” 


Thus the change since 1934. 

T. Coleman Andrews, former 
head of the national income tax 
bureau, adds that “Whether you 
believe it or not, everybody is 
being overtaxed, and the middle 
class is being taxed out of exist- 
ence...” 


In his retirement speech made 
last year on the floor of the 
Senate, William E. Jenner of In- 
diana said: ‘Nothing in the New 
Deal, nothing in World War II, 


and nothing in the post-war 


years of Korea is anything like 
as outrageous as the spending 
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spree of 1958. If I had to re- 
duce everything I have learned 
in the last 14 years to one sent- 
ence, I could sum it up in these 
words: PLEASE DO NOT GIVE 
YOUR GOVERNMENT SO MUCH 
MONEY!” 

Senator Harry Byrd of Vir- 
ginia has said: “We must re- 
verse our march to the horrors 
of inflation and national bank- 
ruptcy before it is too late. It 
is urgent that the basic senti- 
ment of the American people 
be mobilized to reduce federal 
spending and debt.” 

As I wrote in this column 
once last winter, people tend to 
think that federal money flows 
into their states and towns at 
no cost to themselves. The 
people of Pittsburgh, for in- 
stance, clap hands at the news 
that Washington is going to 
“give” them a handsome new 
bridge or throughway. They ap- 
plaud their governor when he 
journeys to Washington and 
works tirelessly before Congres- 
sional committees in quest of 
hundreds of millions for their 
state. They have the feeling 
somehow that the expense will 
not amount to very much when 
it is shared by all the 170,000,- 
000 people of the United States 


at large. What they do not seem 
to realize is that federal funds 
are likewise being poured into 
hundreds of other cities and 
towns across the country, and 
that the accumulation of taxes 
thereby entailed is ruinous. 

“The truth is,’ according to 
Mr. Benson, “that the federal 
government has no funds which 
it does not first, in some man- 
ner, take from the people. A 
dollar cannot make the round 
trip to Washington and back 
without shrinking in the pro- 
cess.” 

Here is a table that illustrates 


Mr. Benson’s. point about 
shrinkage. These figures are for 
1956. They were compiled by 
Paul O. Peters, Regional Vice 
President of the American As- 
sociation of Small Business, Inc., 
from official Treasury reports. 
And they show federal internal 
revenue collections compared 
with reported grants-in-aid to 


state and local governments and . 


federal aid payments to indi- 
viduals within those states, with 
the percentages of collections 
returned to each state in 1956, 
You will want to look up your 
state in this table: 


FEDERAL % 
STATE TAXES KICKBACK RET, 
Ala. $454,878,000 $139,617,868 30.69 
Ariz. 184,565,000 43,435,341 23.53 
Ark. 179,410,000 81,800,428 45.59 
Calif. 6,008,419,000 432,054,083 7.19 
Colo. 782,106,000 80,425,692 10.28 
Conn. 1,290,299,000 46,859,190 3.61 
Del. 837,968,000 11,520,146 1.37 
Fla. 891,307,000 110,510,231 12.39 
Ga. 741,893,000 137,505,710 18.53 
Idaho | 120,184,000 35,907,179 29.87 
Ill. 6,098,034,000 213,111,213 3.49 
Ind. 1,674,703,000 88,178,579 5.26 
Iowa 572,345,000 87,678,972 15.39 
Kans. 520,316,000 76,690,694 14.73 
Ky. 1,439,530,000 100,062,918 6.95 
Lia: 600,400,000 148,863,125 24.79 
Me. 180,096,000 | 31,462,552 17.47 
Md.-D. C. 1,859,169,000 93,486,270 5.02 
Mass. 1,972,897,000 135,785,636 6.88 
Mich. 7,156,469,000 157,343,428 2.19 
Minn. 1,151,297,000 101,998,518 8.85 
Miss. 166,854,000 88,918,638 53.29 
Mo. 1,817,548,000 174,562,900 9.60 
Mont. 128,991,000 35,942,871 27.86 
Nebr. 423,246,000 56,237,891 13.28 
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Nev. 95,690,000 18,111,334 18.92 
N. H. 135,874,000 18,867,973 13.88 
N. J. 2,190,829,000 86,410,803 3.94 
N. M. 124,869,000 51,025,982 40.86 
N. Y. 14,350,335,000 349,421,969 2.43 
Nec, 1,663,147,000 125,980,873 7.57 
N. D. 68,955,000 33,443, 146 48.50 
Ohio 4,759,286,000 169,775,967 3.56 
Okla. 702,851,000 128,446,031 18.27 
Ore 498,205,000 70,802,939 14.21 
Penn 5,463,877,000 230,519,565 4.21 
R. I. 301,232,000 28,655,783 9.51 ° 
S.C, 270,292,000 70,816,686 26.20 
S. D. 79,036,000 36,408,176 46.06 
Tenn 565,762,000 116,278,655 20.72 
Texas 2,406,858,000 290,936,763 12.08 
Vt. 73,074,000 17,099,115 23.40 
Va. 1,181,631,000 88,227,325 7.46 
Wash.-Alaska* 891,140,000 112,710,371 12.64 
W. V. 311,614,000 63,350,922 20.33 
Wisc. 1,350,491,000 89,938,301 6.65 
Wyo. 58,578,000 31,673,624 54.07 
Hawaii 140,693,000 30,259,579 21.50 


* —- Before Alaska was admitted to the Union. 


Thus, in 1956, the federal 
government took out of the 
states $75,109,083,000, of which 
it returned in the shape of 
bridges, throughways, pensions, 
etc., the sum of $5,152,135,647, 
or 6.85% of the total. Some 
shrinkage! 

Mr. Benson goes on to say: 
“The thought that the federal 
government is wealthy and the 
states poverty-stricken is a 
dangerous illusion. The federal 
debt is now five times as great 
as the combined state and local 
debts. It is difficult for the 
states to make a strong case for 
assistance from the federal gov- 
ernment when anything the 
federal government spends must 


come from the states.”’ 

This strange state of affairs 
was brought about by the 16th 
Amendment, the income tax 
law, passed in 1913, which gives 
your senators and congressmen 
the power to confiscate as much 
of your income as they please. 
And the income tax is collected 
with the full force of federal 
police power and the whole sys- 
tem of federal penitentiaries to 
back it up. 

In your own hometown where 
you are reading this, if taxes get 
too high, you can picket City 


' Hall and “throw the rascals out” 


next November. A committee of 
100 can call on Town Council 
and announce that they refuse 


a.) 


to pay the tax — and Council 
wouldn’t dare throw the 100 in 
jail. 


But the federal government 
would very cheerfully clap all 
100 in irons and spread the 
story around the country as a 
gruesome example of what hap- 
pens to people who dare to chal- 
lenge the federal tax collectors. 


For the immediate present, - 


we must write our Washington 


representatives urging govern. 
ment economy, especially jy 
such areas as urban renewa] 
housing, and slum clearance 
projects, federal aid to educa. 
tion, benefits to veterans where 
they don’t need it, rural electri. 
fication, public assistance, and a 
complete revision of farm price- 


supports. Tell them you want 3. 


report on what precise steps 
they are taking to economize, 


—52— 


The 


|F a United States Senator 

were to come forward and 
declare that the State De- 
partment is polluted with 
crypto-Catholics intent on 
turning over our country to the 
Vatican, there would be a con- 
certed yawn throughout the 
country and the news would 
be dead by tomorrow evening. 
Nobody took Senator Tom Hef- 
lin of Alabama seriously. 


Why then did the country get 
all riled up back in 1950 when 
Senator Joe McCarthy said that 
there were Communist agents 
working in the Government? 


The answer is simple: There 
is an inherent improbability 
about a Catholic plot to seize 
the country; but a people who 
saw this country lose the coun- 
cils of war to Russia, who saw 
the United States humiliated 
and suffering one diplomatic 
defeat after the other at the 
hands of the Kremlin, were 
eager to hear out anyone brave 
enough to articulate for them 
the judgment which had been 
struggling for expression in 
their own minds over the pre- 
vious ten years. 
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In other words, the Ameri- 
can public: realized immedia- 
tely that McCarthy had some- 
thing. 

But so did the Communists, 
fellow-travelers, and phony 
liberals—all the conscious and 
unconscious traitors bent on 
selling out the Stars and 
Stripes to the Hammer and 
Sickle. For 20 years they had 
been telling us that Commu- 
nism is all right, it is simply 
“Socialism in a hurry.” They 
had built up Russia to the sta- 
ture of a monster now able to 
devour us; and here was. this 
young Senator from Wiscon- 
sin upsetting the hamper and 
tumbling out all their dirty 
linen before the eyes of the 
United States public, showing 
them up as either. fools or 
traitors. 


McCarthy must be stopped. 

In his first speeches about 
Communists in the State De- 
partment, the Senator gave 
only case histories, citing each 
by a number instead of a 
name. 


Senator Scott Lucas imme- 
diately demanded that he name 
names. McCarthy refused, say- 
ing that each suspect should 
be given a chance to defend 


himself in a private hearing. 
In that way, the innocent 
would suffer no harm. 


Thereupon the Communist 
press began to chew McCarthy 
out for withholding informa- 
tion from the Senate. 


Then, when a Senate Com- 
mittee was set up under Mil- 
lard Tydings, it insisted that 
the hearings be public, with 
all the risk of slander involv- 
ed. Thus McCarthy was forced 
to publish the names of sus- 
pects, and the Communist line 
immediately switched to the 
accusation of character assas- 
ination. 


McCarthy described his en- 
trance into the red-carpeted 
caucus room for an investiga- 
tion of his charges. 

“T glanced down the press 
table to my right. Elmer Da- 
vis, easy to identify by his 
heavy black-rimmed _ glasses, 
was seated at one end of the 
table. I remembered that Davis 
had headed the Office of War 
Information. Many of the cases 
I was about to present had 
once been employees in the 
OWI under Davis and then had 
moved into the State Depart- 
ment. 


“As I glanced at Davis, I re- 
membered that Stanislaw Mi- 
kolaczyk, one of the anti- 
Comunist leaders of Poland, 
had warned the State Depart- 
ment, while Davis was head of 
OWI, that OWI broadcasts 
‘were following the Commu- 
nist line consistently,’ and the 


broadcast ‘might well have 
emanated from Moscow itself. 

«  . . At one of the other 
press tables I noticed one of 
Drew Pearson’s men. I could 
not help but remember that 
Pearson had employed a mem- 
ber of the Communist party, 
Andrew Older, to write Pear- 
son’s stories on the House 
Committee on Un-American 
Activities and that another one 
of Pearson’s limited staff was 
David Karr, who had previous- 
ly worked for the Communist 
Party’s official publication, the 
Daily Worker. 

“No doubt about how Pear- 
son would cover the story. 

“IT saw Marquis Childs stop 
Senator McMahon on his way 
into the Committee room to 
chat with him. As I saw Childs 
with his hand on McMahon’s 
shoulder,. I remembered that 
Childs had defended both Rem- 
ington and Hiss and had bitter- 
ly attacked General MacArth- 
ur’s headquarters for exposing 
Communist Agent Agnes 
Smedley who was later to will 
her estate to Cru Teh, one of 
the Chinese Communist lead- 
ers.” 

At the rewrite desks of the 
various wire services, McCar- 
thy found that a word like 
“evidence” would be changed 
to “unfounded charges,” ‘Mc- 
Carthy stated” would become 
“MeCarthy shouted,” “digging 
up evidence” became “dredging 
up evidence.” In one instance, 
a reporter wrote that “McCar- 


thy picked up his briefcase full 


a hh 


of documents and left.” He was 
amazed to see the same sen- 
tence printed in his paper as 
“McCarthy grabbed his brief- 
case and stormed from the 
room.” 


Instead of investigating 
Communism, the Committee 
investigated McCarthy. At one 
point Chairman Tydings, 
white-faced and _ tight-lipped, 
leaned across the table shaking 
his finger and telling McCarthy 
that: 


‘You are in the position of 
being the man who occasioned 
this hearing, and so far as I 
am concerned in this commit- 
tee you are going to get one of 
the most complete investiga- 
tions ever given in the history 
of this Republic, so far as my 
abilities will permit.” 


“When Tydings made his 
threat that I had brought on 
an investigation of McCarthy 
and not an investigation of 
Communists in Government,” 
wrote the Senator from Wis- 
consin, “I heard a slight com- 
motion at the press table be- 
hind me. Glancing around I 
saw Richard L. Strout of the 
Christian Science Monitor, 
shaking the hand of Rob Hall 
of the Communist Daily: Work- 
er?’ : 


Some makers of American 
opinion had a vested interest 
in downing McCarthy, and 
their investment grew with 
each passing hour, for sections 
of the American press, radio, 
and TV had been sponsoring 


Red Russia since 1933. To them 
it was merely—I repeat—“So- 
cialism in a hurry.” 


The good plain people stuck 
with McCarthy. They had 
fought in the Service or their 
sons were in, and they could 
not understand why, after all 
their blood, sweat, and tears, 
Russia was still taking all the 
tricks—and here was a man 
who was trying to give them 
an answer. 


Unfortunately, however, the 
good, plain people do not 
write for the newspapers and 
magazines. They do not appear 
on radio and TV. So everything 
you read and heard was anti- 
McCarthy. 

After my first article defend- 
ing the Senator appeared in 
this paper, a friend came run- 
ning in with the comment: 
“Dick, this sort of thing will 
get you nowhere!” 

“What do you mean, Paul?” 
I asked. “I’m a priest. I’m used 
to speaking the truth, whatever 
the cost.” 

“But you don’t have to speak 
at all. Play it smart. This ar- 
ticle labels you ‘controversial.’ 
It puts an end to any possi- 
bility of preferment and closes 
the door on all honors.” 

Well, I think I’ll survive... 


But the usual physician, law- 
yer, engineer, or salesman is 
not a professional controver- 
Sialist as is the priest. We 
priests are forever swimming 
upstream. We don’t have to 
worry about any cash custo- 
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SO UNG UENO IS ULE 


mers, or whether or not peo- 
ple like us. : 

Not so all the rest. It takes 
real courage on the part of a 
doctor, for instance, to join a 
gathering of his colleagues in 
the common room of a hospital 
and stick up for McCarthy 
when everyone else is running 
him down. The average man 
may not join in the abuse, but 
he won’t speak up for McCar- 
thy either. He will keep quiet. 

During the thirties Pitts- 
burgh had a spectacular mayor 
by the name of McNair. He was 
outrageously eccentric and was 
in the headlines every day. But 
he finally resigned his office 


and died and we have neve; 
heard of him since. 

In fact, there have been 
dozens of frauds, charlatans 
and mountebanks imposing on 
the American public even in 
our lifetime, and their mis. 
deeds have been interred with 
their bones. 

But Senator McCarthy re. 


fuses to stay buried. His ghost 


haunts the memory of those 
who killed him. The most tel]. 
ing witness to the justice of his 
crusade is offered by the rit- 
ualistic hatred of his memory 
nurtured by the liberals and 
growing in venom with every 
passing year. 


‘The Red Decade’ 


|X reviewing Richard Rovere’s 

recently published fantasy on 
the life of the late Senator Mc- 
Carthy, Time points out one of 
many failures in the book: Ro- 
vere fails to appreciate the 
background of the abrupt and 
vehement upsurge against the 
citizen-traitor in American gov- 
ernment — an upsurge labelled 
“McCarthyism” by the Daily 
Worker and ruthlessly sup- 
pressed under that name by 
many American newspapers, 
radio and TV stations. 


Time concedes that that 
background was “the sudden 
discovery of Communism by 
masses of Americans, and the 
equally sudden realization that 
intelligent and responsible men 
had for decades treated Com- 
munism as a progressive force.” 


But there was one great mass 
of Americans who needed no 
news as to the real nature of 
Communism. Those were the 
40 million Catholics of the Unit- 
ed States with their bishops and 
pastors, who never saw Com- 
munism as anything but syste- 
matized evil that wanted, ulti- 


mately, to hang them all and 
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burn their churches. And if 
other masses of Americans were 
sold a bill of goods on Commun- 


ism, why—as Will Rogers would 


have put it—all they knew was _ 
what they read in the papers. 


It was the news-gathering 
and reporting agencies of press 
and radio that were chiefly to 
blame — the very ones who 
would have us believe, now, 
that Senator Joseph McCarthy 
was condemned by the whole 
American nation, when — as 
those of us know who work di- 
rectly with the people—he was 
condemned not by the nation 
but merely by the press, radio, 
and TV, who made up but the 
tiniest fraction of our at that 
time 150 million Americans. 


Time’s comment calls for 
further explanations: What do 
they mean, for instance, by “in- 
telligent’””. and  ‘“‘responsible’’ 
people who treated Communism 
as a progressive force? How 
“intelligent,” how “responsible”’ 
—when they either ignored or 
did not know that the Commun- 
ist Party in 1932 had literally 
and deliberately starved 40 mil- 
lion human beings in the 
Ukraine; that it had martyred 
thousands of Christians; that it 
was systematically propagating 


atheism? How “intelligent,” 
how “responsible,” when they 
could blink the purge-murders 
perpetrated by Stalin in 1937? 
No one will ever know precise- 
ly how many perished, but the 
most conservative estimates 
place the figure at 100,000.— 
For comparative purposes, the 
1950 population of Harrisburg, 
capital of Pennsylvania,. was 
89,544. 

Time says that these “intelli- 
gent” and “responsible” men 
had for decades treated Com- 


munism as a “progressive 
force.” 
“Decades?” — not very many 


decades, not quite two, to be 
precise. President F. D. Roose- 
velt extended diplomatic recog- 
nition in 1933 and the honey- 
moon lasted until Churchill’s 
“Tron Curtain” speech at Ful- 
ton, Mo., in 1946. National re- 
vulsion began on Feb. 9, 1950 
when Senator McCarthy fired 
his first big gun with a speech 
in Wheeling, W. Va. 

The high-water mark of Red 
penetration in the United States 
was reached some time between 
1935 and 1939, when it was 
“smart” to be a Communist. 
When you recall that the Amer- 


ican Youth Congress, controll- . 


ed by Stalin, at their meeting in 
New York City, July 4, 1939, 
claimed to represent 513 organ- 
izations with a total of 4,700,000 
members; that the Stalin-con- 
trolled League for Peace and 
Democracy in 1939 claimed to 
represent 1,023 separate affili- 
ated organizations with a mem- 


bership estimated at 7,500,000 
it is no wonder that, in 1938 
Supreme Court Justice Murphy 
should have called Congress. 
man Dies to his Washington 
home for—well, let Mr. Dies tel] 
it himself: 

“Murphy was prancing up 
and down in a high state of 
emotional excitement, and JI 
was at a loss to know what he 
wanted with me. 


“Finally, he opened up and 
said: ‘Mr. Congressman, [| 
have sent for you-ito tell you 
that the Communists are going 
to take over this country. They 
are in our Government; they 
are all about us.’ He was highly 
agitated... 

“He talked like an insane 
man. My wife will tell you he 
would walk up and down the 
floor. His face broke into a 
sweat...” 

Justice Murphy had reason 
to be disturbed. The 1939 Con- 
gress of the League for Peace 
and Democracy was addressed 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 
Gov. Benson of Minnesota led 
one of their parades. Several 
religious bodies were affiliated 
with the group. There were 
four Congressmen on its execu- 
tive and national board, with a 
Protestant bishop and preach- 
ers galore. 

When the League met in 
Cleveland in 1936, they heard a 
formal address of welcome from 
Harold L. Burton, Republican 
mayor of the town and a past 
national commander of _ the 
American Legion. He gave them 
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the use of the city auditorium 
and free advertising in the city- 
owned trolleys. Delegates lis- 
tened to speeches by Major 
General Smedley D. Butler, 
Methodist Bishop Edgar F. 
Blake, Rabbi Barnett R. Brick- 
ner, and a host of other lumin- 
aries. 

Brooding over all the sessions 
was Jvosef Stalin, the Great Red 
Father in Moscow, who dictat- 
ed all the convention resolu- 
tions and telegrams of support 
or condemnation forwarded in 
the name of the 7,500,000 mem- 
bers. 

“In the Indian summer of its 
life,’ says Eugene Lyons in 
“The Red Decade,” “the League 
had become a political force to 
be reckoned with. Among pres- 
sure groups in Washington it 
probably led all the rest. Cer- 
tainly politicians could not ig- 
nore it, and a good many ad- 
vanced their careers through its 
comradely co-operation ... 


“The organization was called 
‘Stalin’s Great American Hoax’ 
by Herbert Solow, a labor jour- 
nalist who was present at that 
far-off house party when Com- 
rade Urevich started the whole 
show. Browder confirmed the 
designation, except that he 
called it the Communist Party’s 
‘most successful application of 
the united front...’ 


“In eight years of existence 
under changing names,” says 
Lyons, “this League probably 
reached more Americans with 
its propaganda than any other 
foreign agency in the whole 


history of our country. By a 
generous definition of the ‘de- 
mocracy’ it ostensibly defend- 
ed, the organization worked 
busily with all other Commun- 
ist stooge groups. This process 
of mutual help expanded the 
clamor and impressiveness of 
the incredible revolution im- 
mensely — a sort of multiple- 
mirror trick. The League pub- 
lished a monthly magazine, dis- 
tributed millions of pieces of 
literature, staged scores of pa- 
rades and mass meetings, lob- 
bied for legislation, sent its 
speakers into hundreds of clubs 
and churches, promoted plays 
and motion pictures in line with 
its policies, and developed hun- 
dreds of contact points in our 
Federal and local governments. 


“In all this lusty career,” Ly- 
ons concludes, “it was never 
guilty of a single word or act 
deviating from the foreign poli- 
cies of the Soviet Union. Not 
even by accident.” 


Your editor lived through 
that zaney period, with most 
readers of OUR SUNDAY VISITOR, 
Iam sure. And one can still 
sense a backwash from that 
unhappy and unwholesome ep- 
och. Something went out of the 
American community that may 
never return — a youthful and 
vigorous patriotism, love of 
country, pride in our national 
history. 


Uniforms were taboo. The 
National Guard was “jingois- 
tic,” and even the poor little 
Boy Scouts were castigated as 
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“junior fascists.” One began to 
feel a little sheepish putting out 
the flag on Memorial Day. We 
were told that—-by some incom- 
prehensible logic — we should 
forget the slums of our own 
hometown and start worrying 
about the slums of Calcutta. 
Every week brought forth a 
spate of Communist petitions 
signed by the smart and talent- 
ed people of the community, 
denouncing this and endorsing 
that in the Name of Holy Rus- 
sia. It was all so completely 


goofey as to be all but unbeliey- 
able now that it is 20 years and 
one World War behind us. 

But, just parenthetically, is it 
any wonder if the American 
community has developed a 
suspicion of the intellectual? the 
“egghead’’? I can’t think of 
any single group that worked 
harder to earn it during the 
Red Decade. And remembering 
it all, the people recall the old 
maxim: “Fool me once, shame 
on you. Fool me twice, shame 
on me.” 
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AS you read each day’s bulle- 

tins from the battle-fronts 
of this World War III in which 
we are currently engaged, al- 
ways keep in mind the master 
plan of any war and hence our 
grand strategy, the goal we 
must attain as soon as possible: 
we must hang’ Khrushchev, 
Mikoyan, Kozlov, Menshikov 
and their criminal cronies or 
they will hang us. 

If we defeat them we shall at 
the same time liberate .the 
Russian people and the peoples 
of all of the captive nations. If 
they defeat us the whole world 
will be thrown into Communist 
— atheistic — slavery. 

That is why persons like His 
Eminence Cardinal Richard 
Cushing protested the invita- 
tion extended to Khrushchev to 
visit the United States. The 
Cardinal spoke ‘on behalf of 
millions of people in Russia and 
in countries held in bondage 
and slavery under the tyranny 
of Khrushchev and company, 
who cannot speak for them- 
selves. . .” 

We think all Christians and 
patriots ought to utter such pro- 
tests, as did the president of the 


Or Us 
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American Council of Christian 
Churches, Dr. Clyde J. Ken- 
nedy. He said: “It is morally 
wrong to extend an invitation to 
the bloody butcher of Hungary, 
who has announced his inten- 
tion to bury us. Nothing but 
harm can come to our nation by 
welcoming and honoring this 
international Dillinger.” 


Officially the Government of 
the United States cannot de- 
cline to permit any member of 
a foreign government to come 
to this country for a visit as a 
tourist. But we don’t have to 
invite an international murder- 
er and criminal, who, as David 
Lawrence says, will be coming 
here “unrepentant, arrogant, 
dictatorial and without aban- 
doning a single one of his 
threats to our safety.” 


When we saw a picture of 
Vice-president Nixon raising a 
friendly glass of vodka with 
Nikita, during Nixon’s visit to 
Russia, we asked ourselves, “Is 
this going to help drive Khrush- 
chev from power? Will this 
help inspire the captive peo- 
ples?” 


And when that same uncouth 
criminal is invited to the White 
House as the honored guest of 
our nation, ask yourselves the 


same questions. When he is per- 
mitted to address the General 
Assembly of the United Nations 
right in the heart of New York 
City, consider what great prop- 
aganda opportunities we are 
extending to him. 


There’s an essential differ- 
ence between Nixon’s visit to 
Russia and Khrushchev’s visit 
to the United States. Our nation 
and our vice-president want 
peace and understanding; Rus- 
sia’s dictator wants to enslave 
the world under Communism, 
including, of course, our own 
country. 

The Russian and Polish peo- 
ple proved they knew this truth 
by their massive and friendly 
demonstrations, but we must 


remember the arrogance and. 


lack of even polite and pretend- 
ed hospitality on the part of the 
Russian leaders. 

When you see a picture of 
“Smiling Mike” Menshikov 
standing at National Airport in 
Washington to receive a co- 
conspirator from the Kremlin 
or to wave off some poor, be- 
mused American capitalist, re- 
member that behind that wide 
handsome face, “Smiling Mike” 
is a killer, as is every Commu- 
nist. He does not think the way 


we do. He has so completely 


suppressed in himself all feel- 
ing for truth, justice, and char- 
ity, that he has reduced him- 
self to the level of a dangerous 
beast, more dangerous than the 
panther because he can think. 
Dr. Revilo Oliver tells of 
meeting an amiable young fel- 


a 


low down in Washington durin 
the war. This chap had just re_ 


cently graduated from lay, 
school and now — like Joe 
Average American Boy — he 


was doing his bit for his coun_ 
try in the Army. Only he wasn 
Joe Average. He was a Com. 
munist. 


He had been working for the 


Labor Relations Board and he 


used to tell Professor Oliver 
how he and his buddies woulg 
raid small American corpora- 
tions that refused to “play bal] 
with them. They would seize 
their books and cart them off 
supposedly for the purpose of 
photographing them, but actua]-_ 
ly to keep the company tied up 
until they were willing to 
knuckle under. 

“IT was a little shocked,” Dr. 
Oliver says, “and I asked, 
‘Lieutenant, didn’t it seem to 
you that you were violating the 
constitutional rights of Ameri- 
can businessmen?” 

“He was a young man,” ac- 
cording to Dr. Oliver, ‘‘and he 
answered promptly, ‘Rights? 
Why, they’re capitalists. When 
we stand them against a wall, 
we will shoot them in the belly: 
they die longer that way.’” 

There is your typical Com- 
munist! There is Nikita Khrush- 
chev, Anastas Mikoyan, and 
“Smiling Mike,” and those are 
the thoughts running through 
their heads as they grin, and 
shake hands with the capital- 
ists, and make their corny little 
witticisms. 

The cultural exchange is cal- 


culated to make us forget these 


U.S.S.R. as an equal in the fel- 
lowship of civilized nations. 


It is argued that Communists 
visiting America may become 
converted to our way of life. 
But such visitors are handpick- 
ed fanatics and, anyway, sup- 
pose we should make an occas- 
ional convert. What good would 
: it do? The one we have to con- 
| vert is Khrushchev, and he will 
become a capitalist three days 
after the Pope turns Baptist. 


“The cultural exchange al- 
lows mutual observation.” 
But this is all one-sided. They 
see everything they want over 
here, but I haven’t read of any 
commissar handing Hyman 
Rickover atomic blueprints over 
there in Siberia. We have a pro- 
fessional intelligence system, 
and our spies have no need of 
amateur help. 


In each instance, weigh the 
good against the bad effects, 
remembering always our ulti- 
mate goal of winning the cold 
war over the Kremlin. 


A Wrong Solution 


I have just finished reading 
an article by an alarmed engi- 
neer in, of all places, the Bulle- 
tin of the American Society for 
Testing Materials. This gentle- 
man went to Russia and saw for 
himself that it is a big country 
with a menacing industrial po- 
tential. 


other observers, his only solu- 
tion is to suggest that we keep 


elementary facts, to accept the © 


But like that of so many—- 


one step ahead of Russia. We 
must “pull in the belt” and 
spend more money. How much 
more? He doesn’t say. How 
long can we afford to race the 
Russians before we get wind- 
ed? He doesn’t say. 


However, if you. think it 
through to its logical conclu- 
sion, you will find that his is 
the least satisfactory of all so- 
lutions. In the end, it would re- 
duce us to a life spent cringing 
in bomb-shelters. 


The average Russian can very 
easily give up his indoor plumb- 
ing because he never had any 
to begin with. He is used to 
sponge-bathing in the middle of 
the kitchen floor. He will 
cheerfully live a few more 
years without TV, car, or trip 
to the shore. 


But we? — must we go back 
to the galvanized tub on the 
kitchen floor? — and will even 
that be enough? 


No — the problem is not ma- 
terial, it is spiritual: “Give me 
liberty or give me death.” We 
value our freedom over our 
lives and we consider the ideals 
developed by our Western cul- 
ture under the tutelage of Jesus 
Christ as the finest flower of 
world history. We are willing 
to die for them. Since we be- 
lieve that death opens a door to 
everlasting glory, we have no 
hesitation in rejecting mere 
biological survival behind barb- 


ed wire. 


A firmness backed with that 
spirit cannot help but conquer 
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Marxist materialism before it is 
too late. 
Postscript 

_ From the wires of the As- 
sociated Press, July 7, 1959: 
“Mikoyan .. . lectured the vis- 
iting governors at length. .. He 
assailed Lewis L. Strauss for 
denying an export permit for 


12,000 tons of steel pipe to the 


Soviet Union. Strauss made the 
decision while serving as Sec. 
retary of Commerce on a recess 
appointment. ‘I’m not usually 
in agreement with the US. 
Senate,’ Mikoyan said, ‘but we 
were pleased when the Senate 
disapproved his nomination.’ ” 


ey 7. ee 


[N the September, 1957 issue 
of The Reader’s Digest, Eu- 
gene Lyons had an article en- 
titled “Khrushchev: The Kill- 
er in the Kremlin,” in which 
he reminded Americans that 
Khrushchev got to the top in 
Russia by bootlicking Stalin 
and conniving with his crimes. 
Although in 1956 Khrush- 
chev acknowledged the crimes 
of his recently deceased master 
—10 million people shipped 
into slave-labor camps, tens of 
thousands shot by the secret 
police—he had earlier excus- 
ed the outrage with an oratori- 
cal reference to the victims: 

“By lifting their hand against 
Comrade Stalin, they lifted it 
against the best humanity pos- 
sesses. For Stalin is hope; he 
is the beacon which guides all 
progressive mankind. Stalin is 
our banner; Stalin is our will! 
Stalin is our victory!” 

As First Secretary of the 
Ukraine, Khrushchev person- 
ally accomplished the extermi- 
nation of poor peasants in hun- 
dreds of thousands. When the 
Germans occupied the Uk- 
rainian town of Vinnitsa in 


Our Sunday Visitor, 
Aug. 30, 1959 


The Butcher of Budapest 


1943—just one town mind you! 
—they found, in an orchard, 95 
mass graves containing nearly 
10,000 corpses—all fully dress- 
ed, hands tied behind their 
backs, bullet-holes in the nape 
of their necks. 


According to Lyons, ‘“Photo- 
graphs of mounds of the half- 
decayed bodies and the burial 
pits are available.” Only two 
years ago, Ukrainian emigres 
were suggesting that “the next 
time the smiling Khrushchev 
is invited via television into 
free peoples’ homes, these pho- 
tographs be shown by way of 
silent commentary.” 


They could hardly have 
dreamed that our once proud 
American republic would so 
soon be welcoming the ghoul- 
ish Kremlin killer as our hon- 
ored guest! 

But, as Stalin once remark- 
ed in his usual witty fashion, 
whereas one murder is a trag- 
edy, one thousand murders are 
merely statistics. So let’s get 
down to cases. 

In 1954, the House Un-Am- 
erican Activities Committee 
got out a report on Communist 
aggression including the state- 
ments of firsthand experts. 


Here, for instance, is Jan Ja- 
sinski, a young peasant and 
member of the Polish under- 
ground, who accepted the Com- 
munist promise of pardon for 
all those who would turn in 
thelr arms. 

“They arrested me _ about 
3:00 a.m. and took me to Kilce. 
When they saw that they were 
not getting much out of me 
they began to torture and beat 
me. They poured salt water 
down my nose and pinched my 
fingers in a door joint. They 
used what looked like a twist- 
ed copper cable to beat the 
soles and heels of my feet, cut- 
ting the flesh so badly that I 
couldn’t walk except on my 
hands and knees for six weeks. 
After six years in prison I es- 
caped with a friend to the 
Czechoslovakian-German bor- 
der. I got across but my friend 
was killed.” 

The same Congressional re- 
port quotes King Michael of 
Rumania: 


“They arrested as many 
people as they could: old peo- 
ple, grownups, and children. 
The children were placed in 
various prison cells where they 
were molested or assaulted all 
night by special gangs of ill 
and infected people. The next 
morning these children were 
sent back to their parents with 
a piece of paper round their 
necks explaining that they had 
been assaulted by a syphilitic 
some time during the night, 
and what would happen in the 
future if these [anti-Commu- 


nist] demonstrations contin. 


ued.” 

The free world was slow in 
waking up to these things be. 
cause of Russian censorship, 
and until 1946 Russia had a4 
friendly press in this country, 
Unfavorable reports were 
squelched. They never got into 
print. Also, few prisoners es- 
caped the secret police alive, 
and those who did lived in 
mortal terror of a second ar- 
rest. 

But the dam broke with the 
Hungarian revolt of October- 
November, 1956, when an esti- 
mated 200,000 refugees escap- 
ed into Austria with their 
stories of Khrushchev’s_ ty- 
ranny. 

James A. Michener, author 
of “The Bridges of Toko-ri,” 
“Sayonara,” and “Tales of the 
South Pacific,” immediately 
flew to the Austrian border 
and gathered firsthand reports 
of the terror while they were 
still fresh in the memories of 
the escapees. These he publish- 
ed in “The Bridge at Andau,” 
the full story of those incred- 
ibly heroic days and their dark 
and bloody background. 

Khrushchev had authorized 
many clever ways of breaking 
down Hungarian resistance. 
His prisoners were first soft- 
ened up in solitary confine- 
ment. 

“After 34 or 40 days of this,” 
Michener reports, ‘‘the prisoner 
would be moved into a cell 
with the same inescapable light 
but with no room either to sit 
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or to sleep. He would be kept 
there without food, going to the 
toilet as he crouched and then 
standing in the excrement. 
Then, when he was starving, he 
would be fed with heaps of 
greasy food, which would make 
him violently ill, and very 
salty food, which without 
water would drive him to tor- 
ment. 

“Often he would be forced 
to go to the toilet in his own 
food dishes. This broke down 
many men. 

“At the end of this period, he 
would again be hauled before 
Tibor Donath [a real-life type], 
who would point — sullenly 
to a line of steel-cored rubber 
hoses on his wall. ‘Pick the one 
you want,’ Donath would mum- 
ble. Then, taking the chosen 
weapon, he would beat the 
man senseless... ”’ 

In other instances, a man 
would be stood facing the wall 
where a bright light shone into 
his eyes. Against the man’s 
forehead they would place the 
point of a pencil, putting the 
other end against the wall. If 
he left the pencil fall, the pris- 
oner was beaten to death. 
“Sometimes,” says Michener, 
“when a man left this punish- 
ment after a couple of hours, 
the pencil would go with him, 
imbedded in the thin flesh of 
his forehead.” 

But there was one of Khru- 
shchev’s employees who was 
almost legendary for her sav- 
agery. Known as Major Meat 
Ball, she was a fat redhead a- 


bout 35, pockmarked, with fat 
lips, and about five feet two in 
height. Michener heard of her 
several times and was incredu- 
lous until he managed to track 
down a firsthand report from 
a world-champion Hungarian 
athlete at Andau. 


Among other hideous atroci- 
ties perpetrated by this mon- 
ster -— and authorized by 
Khrushchev. since in a dicta- 
torship nothing is done behind 
the dictator’s back—she made 
one of the male prisoners come 
to her quarters one night and 
there she disrobed before him. 
At this point, a male guard 
came bursting into the room 
shouting, “You rapist! — mess- 
ing arond with my wife!” 

This guard called some of his 
buddies and they began beating 
the poor prisoner almost to 
death — but not quite. For 
they ended by holding him 
down and ramming a thin, hol- 
low glass tube up into his body. 
“Then they beat him until it 
broke into a million pieces,” 
the athlete concluded. 


In addition to an honorary 
degree in penology, I would 
suggest that the President 
confer on his guest our high- 
est award for bravery. 

Using the skill of Ike’s erst- 
while friend, Marshal Zhukov 
—the one who Ike confesses 
once bested him in the argu- 
ment over the relative merits of 
Communinsm vs. Capitalism — 
using also 4,000 T-54 tanks, 
whole fleets of jet-planes and 
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prop-driven bombers, rocket- 
launchers, flame-throwers, ar- 
mor-piercing batteries, anti- 
tank and submachine guns, 
flares, walkie-talkies, recon- 
naissance cars, armored jeeps, 
and 140,000 troops including 
hordes of Mongolians, Khrush- 
chev needed only eight days to 
conquer the unarmed city of 
Budapest. 

It was a hard campaign. 
Khrushchev’s troops killed 
something like 40,000 Hungar- 


ians and totally destroyed 8)- 
000 houses, whereas the people 
of Budapest, with their nasty 
little ketchup bottles full of 
gasoline, were able to kill only 
8,000 Communists and destroy 
320 tanks. 

Oh, it was a great victory for 
Khrushchev! There must be 
some way in which the United 
States of America can recog- 
nize both his bravery and his 
services to the cause of world 
peace. 
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‘3 a of the refugees from the 
terror maintained by Nikita 
Khrushchev in Hungary is 
Maria Marothy, now living in 
Ohio. Her right hand is muti- 
lated, the fingers broken with 
a rubber hose, two holes burned 
in the back with lighted cigar- 
ettes. She wears a denture, be- 
cause Khrushchev’s secret po- 
lice also punched out her teeth, 
one by one. These atrocities 
took place while they were in- 
terrogating Mrs. Marothy about 
a friend of hers who had escap- 
over the border. The interroga- 
tion lasted thirteen months. 


In his documentary, ‘The 
Bridge at Andau,” James A. 
Michener also reports the con- 
fession of Ferenc Gabor, a 
“political prisoner’ who says 
he was transported the 55 miles 
from Budapest to the prison of 
Recsk in a quarry box — a sort 
of cage so small that it kept 
him doubled up into a tight 
knot. He was gagged and his 
hands and feet were manacled. 
When Michener met Gabor in 
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Vienna, he was “a broken man 
of 35.” 


(I put the expression “‘politi- 
cal prisoner” in quotation marks 
because the concept is  un- 
known outside the Red em- 
pire.) 

In reading all this, you must 
remember that good old Nikita 
is personally responsible for all 
of these tortures. He is a dic- 
tator as absolute in his power 
as Adolf Hitler was in 1936. 
He knows it is going on and he 
could stop it within the hour 
if he chose, but he won’t be- 
cause he quite approves of it, 
for he represents, as Nation- 
al Review puts it, “ferocious 
rottenness“ a rottenness that is 
not just ferocious but also ag- 
gressive. He wants to fill our 
United States with the same 
kind of prison operating in 
Hungary today, run along the 
same lines by the same type of 
degenerates. 


Gabor describes months of 
sickening mistreatment at 
Recsk. Then “one night when 
a sallow-faced guard with pas- 
ty yellow hair, whom the others 
called Tibor, had beaten me 


with unusual cruelty, one shout- 
ed, ‘Let’s make him the white 
mare.’ To do this, they inserted 
a broomstick under my knees, 
then doubled me up into a 
tight ball, lashing my wrists to 
my ankles. We were deathly 
afraid of this punishment, for 
it placed such a stress upon the 
stomach and heart ‘that we 
knew no man could bear it 
longer than two hours. And if 
the AVO [the Hungarian secret 
police] were particularly play- 
ful they sometimes made a man 
into the white mare and forgot 
him. Then he died without any- 
one’s caring. 

“But even normally, this 
treatment was almost unbear- 
able, for after a man _ had 
crouched on his knees for some 
time in this position, while his 
taut muscles were beaten with 
rubber hoses, he would have 
to fall over, and then new por- 
tions of his body would be ex- 
posed to the hoses. 

“On this night they had an- 
other man and me for the white 
mares, and after they had beat- 
en him until he was numb all 
over, he rolled against the hot 
stove, and his left hand had 
become so insentitive that he 
was not aware it was press- 
ing against the fire. In this way 
he burned off two fingers and 
half his palm. He became a- 
ware of what was happening 
only when he smelled his burn- 
ing flesh. Of course the AVO 
men knew, but they were 
laughing... ” 

Once when a small group of 


prisoners succeeded in escap- 
ing from Recsk, the AVO quiet- 
ly rounded up 250 of the re- 
maining prisoners. 

“At first,” says Ferenc Ga- 
bor, “the retribution was 
simple. The 250 prisoners were 
herded into a_ special prison 
within the prison. Expecting 
all sorts of extreme punish- 


ment, they found what hap- 
pened to them  less’' than 
what they had expected, but 
after a week of constantly 


increasing pressures—beatings, 
wormy food, unusual and hate- 
ful punishments centering on 
the sexual organs — it became 
apparent that the AVO at Recsk 
had decided to reduce these 250 
men gradually to the level of 
screaming animals. 


“They succeeded. The experi- 
ence of that prison within a 
prison was so horrible, so far 
beyond the imagination of man 
either to conceive or to accept, 
that within two months there 
was not a sane man left. And 
each day when the guards 
threw the animals their meat, 
laughing at them as they fought 
and tore at one another for the 
inadequate chunks, a _ voice 
would announce over the loud- 
speaker, ‘You are in here be- 
cause your friends escaped.’ 

“The hatred that was built 
up... was terrifying, but per- 
haps not even the guards knew 
how inhuman it had become, 
for when they caught one of 
the escapees, some three 
months later, as he was trying 
to flee Hungary, they brought 
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him back to Recsk and led him 
into the prison within a prison. 
The voice in the loudspeaker 
cried, ‘Here is one of the men 
whose escape caused you your 
misfortunes.’ 


“Within two minutes after 
the recaptured prisoner was 
thrown among his former 
mates, he was torn to pieces.” 


When he campaigned for the . 


presidency in 1952, General 
Eisenhower sat on the same 
platform with Senator Joe Mc- 
Carthy, applauded his speech, 
and promised that he too would 
fight Communism if only the 
people would vote him into the 
White House. His platform in- 
cluded a pledge to work for the 
liberation of the Captive Na- 
tions. 


This promise of Eisenhower’s 
went ding-donging over the 
Voice of America and Radio 
Free Europe on 70 frequencies: 
“Our purpose is to keep oppo- 
sition to Communism alive a- 
mong the people of the slave 
states behind the iron curtain. 
We want to help such people 
gradually to make themselves 
strong enough to throw off the 
Soviet yoke. You are not for- 
gotten by the West. The fact 
that somany Americans support 
RFE proves that our nation is 
with you.” 

We told them we were going 
to roll back the iron curtain. 
We would stimulate a desire 
for freedom among the 800 mil- 
lion people under Communist 
domination. Our President 


would find ways to make the 
Russians want peace. 


Balloons were launched and 
sent over the Captive Nations, 
bearing leaflets and aluminum 
medals. One such medal, pick- 
ed up in Hungary, was imprint- 
ed with a Liberty Bell and the 
legend “Hungarians for Free- 
dom — All the Free World for 
Hungarians.” 


Ferenc Kobol told Michener 
that young Hungarians who 
had been abroad began myster- 
iously to appear with the prom- 


ise, “If trouble starts, don’t 
worry. America will be on 
hand to give you _— support.” 


They were told that in 1953 
America was putting aside $100 
million to support anti-Commu- 
nist regimes in the satellite 
countries. 


How will it look, then, to 
Khrushchev’s captive millions 
when they see the leader of the 
free world meeting as an equal 
with their slave-master, ban- 
queting with him, and enter- 
taining him in the White 
House? 


As recently as Jan. 16, 1958, 
the late John Foster Dulles was 
asked what Khrushchev hoped 
to gain from a meeting with 
President Eisenhower, and here 
is what he said: 


“The great gain [for Khrush- 
chev] is to have a_ meeting 
which will utter platitudes a- 
bout peace: ‘We’re going to 
work together. We’re all going 
to be friends. We’re going to end 
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all world tensions. And, there 
fore, there is no need any more 
to have this military prepara- 
tion, to pay taxes in order to 
have a mutual security pro- 
gram,’ and the like. 

“Tf he can get that, that 
would be the greatest triumph 
of his career, or indeed the ca- 
reer of almost anyone, because 
... the people would no longer 


be willing to support the mili- 
tary programs, the economic- 
assistance programs, the incon- 
venience of alliances which re- 
quire people to co-ordinate 
their policies with each other 
— all of these things could be 
thrown away because peace has 
been proclaimed. 


“And the Communist Party. 


will go right on.” 
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A disastrous blunder 


Oe of the most brilliant 
speeches in American his- 
tory was delivered last month 
by Senator Thomas Dodd of 
Connecticut to a handful of his 
colleagues in the Senate cham- 
per. Mr. Dodd was commenting 
on the impending visit of the 
Kremlin killer, Nikita Khrush- 
chev, to this country, and the 
rest of the Senators were ab- 
sent in anticipation of boredom. 
There was one solitary Senator 
in sight. Two other Senators 
came in for a part of the speech. 
That was all. 

After describing Khrush- 
chev’s rise to power over the 
broken bodies of his political 
adversaries, the Senator went 
on to describe some of his more 
recent crimes: 

“It was Khrushchev who in 
1956 ordered the Red army to 
invade Hungary, depose the 
legal government of Imre Nagy 
and ruthlessly massacre Hun- 
garian civilians in all areas 
where there was open opposi- 
tion. It was Khrushchev who in- 
vited the Hungarian command- 
ing officer and patriot, Gen. Pal 
Maleter, to negotiations under 
flag of truce—historically, tra- 
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ditionally, from ancient times, 
a custom of honor—and once he 
got him under the flag of truce, 
he then had him arrested by the 
chief of the Soviet secret police, 
General Serov. 

“It was Khrushchev who lur- 
ed Premier Imre Nagy and his 
colleagues out of their sanctu- 
ary in the Yugoslav Embassy by 
perfidiously offering them an 
assurance of safe conduct and 
then kidnaped them as they 
emerged from the Embassy. 

“It was Khrushchev who one 
year ago horrified the con- 
science of the free world by or- 
dering the murder of General 
Maleter and Prime Minister 
Nagy after secret trials on 
fraudulent charges. 

“Nikita Khrushchev rose to 
Communist prominence as the 
hangman of the Ukraine. 

“He has maintained himself 
in power as the ‘butcher of 
Budapest.’ 

“He has on his hands the 
blood of countless thousands of 
innocent people who were mur- 
dered under his personal direc- 
tion. 

“He is responsible for the 
continued suffering of millions 
in slave labor camps. 

“He is the principal world 
spokesman for the ruthless at- 


tack on religion under which 
Cardinal Mindszenty, Archbish- 
op Beran, and countless other 
churchmen of various faiths 
have.been persecuted. 

“He is the sponsor of the 
dreadful persecution of Jews 
within the Communist Empire. 
He maintains the iron grip of 
tyranny over a dozen captive 
peoples. 

“In addition to his personal 
crimes he is the principal repre- 
sentative of the system of con- 
centration camps, mass murder, 
brainwashing, militant atheism, 
the organized promotion of 
falsehood and lies and the plan- 
ned ultimate enslavement of the 
entire non-Communist world. 

“This is the man whom the 
President has invited to our 
country as an honored guest. 
This is the man to whom we are 
asked to extend all of our 
courtesies, our kindnesses, our 
tokens of honor and esteem, our 
symbols of approval.” 


And the Senators stood yawn- 
ing in the cloakrooms! 


Two years ago at Notre Dame 
University, Father Stanley Par- 
ry preached a memorial sermon 
on the martyrdom of Budapest, 
in which he pointed out how, 
“On the eastern borders of our 
civilization Bolshevism has or- 
ganized the negation of God on 
earth. This negation now con- 
fronts Christendom, and Chris- 
tendom gives a confused re- 
sponse ... The light of faith has 
indeed flickered low in the 
West. We see too dimly by it.” 

Even so, official Washington 


boycotted the Soviet Embassy 
reception ceiebrating the coup 
d’etat by which a handful of 
atheist murderers upset the le- 
gitimate government of Russia 
led by Kerensky. No one went 
to the reception excepting Jus- 
tice Douglas of the Supreme 
Court. 


But now,- only two years 


later, so deeply are we sunk in 


our pacifistic torpor, our suici- 
dal lethargy, that the only 
questions debated are whether 
this hoodlum will be given a 
2l-sun salute or merely 19 
guns, and whether the President 
of the United States will go out 
to the airport to greet this felon 
or meet him at the White House. 
So much are we obsessed with 
the luxuries of material pros- 
perity—our ranch houses and 
hardtop convertibles—that. we 
have forgotten the eternal cry 
of innocent blood to heaven for 
vengeance. 


A Washington reporter, Allen 
Drury, has written a best-seller, 
Advise and Consent, set in the 
mid-1960s. in which he writes 
of the Age of the Shrug: 


“The great age of the Shoddy 
came upon America... With it 
came the Age of the Shrug... 
when the problems of world 
leadership were too large and 
too insistent and too frightening 
to be grasped and so everybody 
would rather sigh and shrug 
and concentrate instead on big- 
ger and better cars and shinier 
and shinier appliances and long- 
er and longer vacations ...A 
dry rot had affected Ameri- 
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cans . - - and every sensitive 
American knew it.” 

Drury speaks of a new and 
dynamic American movement 
known as comfort: the Commit- 
tee on Making Further Offers 
for a Russian Truce. And a 
nominee for Secretary of State 
endorses comfort with the state- 
rent: “I would rather crawl on 
my knees to Moscow than die 
under an atom bomb!” 


The truth is that the fear of 
living and the fear of dying are 
unCatholic. Not only that, but 
such cowardice—by whatever 
language one may disguise it— 
is in itself suicidal, for our ad- 
versaries are reckless not only 
of other peoples’ lives but of 
their own as well. No degree of 
scientific or intellectual super- 
iority can substitute for cour- 
age. If we want to survive as 
free men, we must be willing 
to fight. 

There can be no doubt that 
President Eisenhower has com- 
mitted one of the greatest blun- 
ders in American history. The 
free world has suffered a dis- 
aster that compares with Yalta 
in magnitude. 

What can be done at this late 
date? Senator Dodd reminds us 
that “The eyes of the world will 
be on us. What we do. what we 
say, how we conduct ourselves, 
will have an effect. Khrushchev 


“must be accorded no ovations in 


the citadel of freedom. The con- 
duct of the American people 
should be governed by restraint 
and dignity. It would be wrong 


for our Government to ask our 


people to pretend to an en- 
thusiasm which violates their 
religious beliefs and political 
convictions.’”’—Hence, no cheers, 
no crowds, no flattery or flow- 
ers. 

Admiral Ben Moreell’s or- 
ganization, Americans for Con- 
stitutional Action, held a meet- 
ing attended by representatives 
of leading patriotic organiza- 
tions of the country to discuss 
a program for action, and here 
are their recommendations: 

1. Special church services 
during the time of Khrushchev’s 
visit, with special programs in 
the cities when and where he is 
visiting. We would pray for the 
repose of the souls of those mur- 
dered at his orders, and for the 
liberation of the captive na-- 
tions. 

2. Silence, or preferably ab- 
sence, wherever Khrushchev 
appears, and refusal to partici- 
pate in dinners or special func- 
tions held in his honor. 

3. Requests that the local 
newspapers publish a_ black 
border around the front page 
on the day or week of the visit. 

4. A campaign of “letters to 
the editor’ in protest. 

5. Advertisements of protest 
in local papers. 

6. Bands of crepe, black rib- 
bons, or other symbols of 
mourning worn by citizens. 

7. Flags flying at half-mast 
on homes and buildings. 

We can at least give Khrush- 
chev the “‘silent” treatment. The 
English, with their ineffable 
courtesy, did just that to Ade- 
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nauer last year in London, and 
he got the message. If they did 
not turn away when he passed, 
they stood silent with sour 
faces. Of course, Adenauer and 
Khrushchev cannot be compar- 
ed. 


And then, if your mayor 
happens to be one of those 
honoring this Bolshevik, you 
can always ring him up, either 
at his office or his home, and 
tell hirn your feelings. After all, 
you elected him. 
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Another Communist victory 


THe debate on the advantage 
of the cultural exchange, 
climaxing in the current visit 
of Nikita Khrushchev to this 
country, goes on with increas- 
jing intensity. Discussing the 
Communist exhibition recently 
concluded in New York, an 
American reporter remarks in 
the London Observer: 

“Undoubtedly there has been 
a revolution in American 
thinking on the subject of 
Russia. Friendliness and ac- 
commodation are now _ ten- 
able ideas. And, at least 
on the evidence of the Coli- 
seum crowds, the total, dedi- 
cated, apostolic anti-Soviet 
line is now old hat.” 

And the editorial page of the 
same paper exults over Mr. 
Eisenhower’s change of convic- 
tions: 

“Seven years ago when Mr. 
Eisenhower was running for 
the Presidency, he spoke glibly 
of ‘liberating’ Eastern Europe. 
The tragic lessons of June, 
1953, in East Germany, and of 
the 1956 Hungarian uprising, 
should have taught us that in 
fact the West will not, cannot 
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and should not intervene by 
force, even if the captive peo- 
ples try to seize their freedom.” 


In fact, so far have we re- 
treated from the notion of lib- 
eration and the idea of our re- 
sponsibility for the establish- 
ment of justice for our fellow- 
men, that we are expected to 
applaud when our President 
assures the world that we will 
not surrender West Berlin — 
a part of the Free World guar- 
anteed by treaty! We are do- 
ing a great thing in retaining 
what belongs us! _ 

Apart from the fact that 
Khrushchev’s government is 
illegitimate, maintained in 
power only by strangling any- 
one who so much as whispers a 
protest, ““We must be hostile to 
the Soviet Government for the 
same reason that Truth is hos- 
tile to Falsity, that Freedom is 
hostile to Tyranny, Love to 
Hate, and Kindness to Brutal- 
ity — for the same reason that 
Good is hostile to Evil. Good 
cannot clasp the hand of Evil 
without becoming evil, and 
without inviting destruction by 
Evil. You cannot offer friend- 
ship to tyrants and murderers, 
as has the President of the 
United States, without advanc- 


ing the cause of tyranny and 
murder.” 


I am capitalizing those nouns 
because I am convinced that, as 
Bishop Fulton Sheen said last 
month, the forces of Satan are 
personified by the Commun- 
ists, whom he called the “mys- 
tical body of the anti-Christ” 
with a hierarchy, an ortho- 
doxy, and a heresy of their 
own. 


The moral implications of 
the Eisenhower-Khrushchev 
exchange are shocking enough, 
but its practical consequences 
are just as grave. This ex- 
change has already caused 
complacency and a false sense 
of security here at home. It is 
only natural that we relax our 
vigilance when we are told 
that our enemies are not such 
bad folk after all. Today the 
disintegration of the anti-Com- 
munist front is of the spirit. 
Before long it will affect arma- 
ment and mobilization. Why 
foot huge tax bills, the Ameri- 
can people may begin to ask, 
when the Communists have 
abandoned their plans for 
world conquest? 

We may indeed be making 
friends with the Soviet lead- 
ers — but these are people who 
denounce God; who despise 
freedom; who deny individual 
rights; who counsel deceit: 
who practice terror, intimida- 
tion, and torture as_ part of 
every day’s work; who have, 
where possible, exterminated 
every human being and every 
human institution that has op- 


posed them; and who have 
acknowledged, as their sup- 
reme mission, the destruction 
of this country and the last 
vestige of our way of life. This 
is only another way of saying 
that we have made friends 
with the apostles of Hell. Such 
men are now our very good 
friends. What a wonderful 
achievement! 


True, our President has 
made no territorial conces- 
sions, but the Communists have 
set their sights on far more 
ambitious goals than the sur- 
render of this Western outpost, 
or the neutralization of that 
one. The Communists are de- 
termined to crack the West’s 
will to resist, and in this — for 
the moment at least — they 
have been utterly successful. 


Far better that we were los- 
ing only territory. The outlook 
would then be brighter, for 
afterwards we might feel the 
sting of defeat and thus bestir 
ourselves toward new resolves 
to turn back the forces of Evil. 
Better that the West lose some 
land, than to lose its soul, as 
the West is perilously close to 
doing today. 

In writing the above I have 
merely updated a great speech 
of 5,000 words delivered by 
the Senator Joseph McCarthy 
of Wisconsin on August 1, 1955, 
in the Senate of the United 
States. He was speaking of the 
Summit Conference at Geneva, 
just completed. 

Now to the fruits of Khrush- 
chev’s. victory. According to 
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_Infor™, a 


news-gathering 
agency operating largely be- 
pind the Iron Curtain: 

—-The Soviet population has 
deep respect and consideration 
for the U.S. and for that rea- 
son, the fact that Khrushchev 
has succeeded in getting him- 
self invited to our country and 
in getting President Eisenhow- 
er to go to the U.S.S.R. raises 
Khrushchev’s. prestige enor- 
mously with the Soviet masses. 

—The exchange of visits 
means to them not only that 
Khrushchev and Eisenhower 
are equalized, but the U.S.S.R. 
and the U.S. are equalized on a 
jevel far above all other coun- 
tries, including Great Britain, 
France, Germany, etc. 

—In their minds, Khrush- 
chev has, with one stroke, put 
the U.S.S.R. at the top of the 
world powers, in the same rank 
as the U.S. — has potentially 
isolated the U.S. from her 
“satellites” which, like the 
Soviet satellites, no longer 
count in the balance of world 
affairs. 

—The whole business was so 
staged that it appears to every 
Soviet citizen as the direct re- 
sult of Khrushchev’s initiative 
and outspokenness. 

—Soviet policy is presented 
as being anxious to do every- 
thing it can to lessen tensions 
— but that this lessening is 
more important to the U. S. 
than it is to the U.S.S.R. 

—The U.S.S.R. expects thus 
to demonstrate that the visit 
is a magnanimous concession 


made by the U.S.S.R. for the 
sake of quieting world  ten- 
sions. 


—The President’s statement 
that he wiil speak only on be- 
half of the U.S. and not as a 
representative of the Western 
world, was received in Moscow 
with the greatest satisfaction. 
The Soviet press points out 
that Mr. Macmillan has already 
had his separate conversations 
in Moscow. The implication 
is that all conversations should 
be conducted separately with 
various revresentatives of the 
Western world — and not with 
them as one Western organiza- 
tion. 


—The West, as a general, 


- unified notion, does not exist 


at all. This theory will, sooner 
or later. result in the isolation 
of the U.S. from the European 
countries and the destruction 
of the Western world’s unity. 


—The final Soviet expecta- 
tion is that, having splintered 
the common front of the West- 
ern world, the U.S.S.R. will 
gradually gain the upper hand 
in her dealings with the U.S. 
and will thus become the first 


power in the world. 


—The U.S. cannot expand 
any more. She can only be 
forced to withdraw from her 
extended positions. Many 
methods and means can be and 
are being used to bring this 
about. Hence, our position will 
shrink, but that of the Soviet 
Union and the Soviet bloc of 
states will expand. 
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—Shrinkage of the Western 
world is going on constantly, in 
Asia and Africa under the 
banner of anti-colonialism; in 
Latin America under the ban- 
ners of “liberation” and ‘“re- 
volution”; on the European 
continent and in the Middle 
East under the banner of neu- 
tralization. 

—Finally, there are power- 
ful trends within the U.S. and 
all other Western countries 
working for co-existence, dis- 
armament, and peaceful rela- 
tions with the U.S.S.R. And, 


on top of that, there are strong 
Communist Parties outside the 
Soviet Union. 

—All these forces would 
thrive in an atmosphere of 
“visits and return visits’ — all 
basic differences and incompa- 
tibilities would be buried un- 
der an avalanche of welcomes, 
handshakes, and _ back-slap- 
ping, interspersed with the 
zest of some sharp exchanges 
of words and ideas, just to 
point out that the hearty 
back-slapping is genuine and, 
therefore, sometimes painful. 
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‘A nasty little 


EVERAL of our readers have 
reproached me over the 
past five years for being too 
consistently conservative in 
my point of view. “Reaction- 
ary” is the word they generally 
use. And since, according to 
the tenor of the mail received 
in our office, the readership of 
this paper is only about 80% 
conservative, I have been per- 
suaded at least this once to lay 
aside my usually ‘dirty, fas- 
cist, uncharitable, and _ isola- 
tionist prejudices” and try to 
assess matters through a Lib- 
eral looking-glass. In _ that 
frame of mind, I shall attempt 
a review of “Up From Liberal- 
ism” by William F. Buckley, 
Jr., just published at $3.50 by 
McDowell, Obolensky of New 
York. 


As evidenced by this latest 
effusion, Mr. Buckley—editor 
of a highbrow fascist hate- 
sheet called National Review— 
is a sick, sick man. 


Those who knew him during 
his days at Yale could even 
then see traces of that non- 
conformist exhibitionism which 


Our Sunday Visitor, 
Sept. 27, 1959 


book’ 


was later to overwhelm him 
with an arrogant passion for 
truth—whatever that might be! 


He was always unconven- 
tional up at New Haven. When 
the Dean of Canterbury went 
there to speak, for example, 
Buckley voiced the uncouth 
question: How can a servant 
of God serve Soviet Commun- 
ism?—and refused to join the 
welcoming committee! 


Now, of course, everybody 
should know by now that en- 
tertaining Communists is a 
mark of open-minded sophisti- 
cation and a patriotic duty be- 
sides. But there was Buckley, 
surrounded by all those men of 
learning, raising such a crude 
question, which—among others 
—he was later to develop in 
his infamous book, “God and 
Man at Yale.” 


This pathological readiness 
of his to challenge all of our 
postulates would later degen- 
erate into an attempted de- 
fense of Senator Joseph Mc- 
Carthy’s unpatriotic crusade to 
keep traitors out of govern- 
ment: the book “McCarthy and 
His Enemies,” which sloughed 
up quite a disturbance—be- 
cause, as all of us who believe 


in cultural freedom know, to 
have any validity at all, any 
book about McCarthy should 
oppose McCarthy. Pro-McCar- 
thy books should be burned, 
which is what we managed to 
do with Buckley’s on the Ter- 
ror from Wisconsin. Well, all 
right—we didn’t literally burn 
it. We simply ignored it, which 
adds up to the same thing. 

But Bill had become obsess- 
ed with “facts” and “logic.” It 
was tragic, really, watching the 
decay of what had been, ori- 
ginally, a beautiful intellect. 
All of us tried talking to him. 
Facts can be dangerous, we 
told him. They can lead to un- 
comfortable conclusions. Look 
what happened to St. Thomas 
More, for instance. The correct 
posture, we insisted, is firm- 
ness coupled with flexibility: 
firm theories, flexible facts. 
But Bill could never see things 
quite that way... 


And so we come to this pres- 
ent work: “Up From Liberal- 
ism.” As one might expect of a 
conservative, it is completely 
negative—full of “religious” 
overtones in its approach to 
present day problems. Bill is 
just “against” everything: he is 
against national bankruptcy, 
against regimentation, against 
a planned society, against athe- 
ism—he is even (and I cringe 
with embarrassment at the ex- 
quisite bad taste of it) against 
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sin 

In fact, this last brings up a 
very delicate matter. Bill in- 
sists that many of our current 


problems are basically reli- 
gious. But—let’s face it—reli- 
gion is something that just is 
not mentioned among people of 
real sophistication these days. 
Bring up religion and, the first 
thing you know, people will 
suspect that you haven’t read 
your Marx and Freud. 


Even so, Buckley plows wan- 
tonly on with all sorts of pala- 
ver about a human nature 
“wounded” by what he calls 
“original sin’—thereby stulti- 
fying both himself and _ his 
work, for there is not a thing 
wrong with human nature that 
can’t be healed by Ph.D.’ed so- 
ciologists from accredited state 
universities if we would only 
give them the chance. 


It is when he discusses Mc- 
Carthyism, however, that 
Buckley really betrays his 
prejudices. We can all recall 
the “pall of fear,” as Mrs. 
Eleanor Roosevelt aptly phras- 
ed it, covering the country 
during those unhappy years: 
the paddy wagons backed up 
to the faculty houses in Cam- 
bridge, New Haven, Ithaca, and 
Providence, the files of profes- 
sors being led out, manacled 
but serene, to be flung into 
their cells at Lewistown, Sing 
Sing, and Alcatraz, and the 
universal jubilee that attended 
their release when McCarthy 
finally met his downfall. We 
remember, too, the many presi- 


dents of great universities 
fired for their devotion to free 
speech. 


It was a terror that reached 
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into every corner of the land, 
from Toots Shor’s to Le Pavil- 
lon, and from Harvey’s all the 
way down to the Colonial 
Room at the Shoreham. If you 
were so much as seen glancing 
at Joe Alsop’s column or Wal- 
ter Lippmann’s, you were 
trailed by the F.B.I. Even I felt 
called on to stash my record- 
ing of the Nutcracker Suite 
downstairs behind the sauer- 
kraut crock. 


There was one wealthy in- 
dustrialist who planned to en- 
dow a cell in the Lubianka 
Prison for the re-education of 
bull-headed Roman Catholic 
bishops. This poor man got so 
frightened by the spirit of the 
times—that “pall of fear’ that 
Mrs. Roosevelt described—that 
he never did get around to im- 
plementing his original plan. 
Instead, he founded a little 
pressure group that is working 
toward the regular and com- 
pulsory infusion of epsom salts 
into municipal reservoirs all 
over the country. 


But there is one chapter in 
Buckley’s book that is made up 
out of whole cloth, very whole 
cloth. It purports to tell how 
one Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., chair- 
man of the Liberal and highly 
respected Americans for Dem- 
ocratic Action, was gulled, 
swindled, made a fool of, and 
almost sent to jail for his ef- 
forts to trap the fiendish Mc- 
Carthy. 


Buckley claims that Rauh 
fell for a pack of lies—paid 
$8,500 for the nonsense—cul- 


minating in the allegation that 
McCarthy and his staff had 
amassed an arsenal of pistols, 
lugers, and submachine guns in 
the basement of the Senate Of- 
fice Building. The stories were 
all ready for publication in the 
Washington Post, according to 
Buckley, when the bottom fell 
out of the whole deal and Rauh 
ended up in court trying to ex- 
plain his part in the fiasco. 


Now I contend that Buckley 
made all this up—15 pages of 
his book—because I can find 
not one word of it in Richard 
Rovere’s encyclopedic study of 
Senator McCarthy, recently 
published, and we can be posi- 
tive that a certified blue-rib- 
bon Liberal like Rovere would 
not hesitate to publish any- 
thing so closely related to the 
McCarthy story merely because 
it might damage the Liberal 
cause. 


In summary, within 204 
pages Bill Buckley tries to up- 
set the established thought of 
Liberalism, which is founded 
on Lassalle, Fourier, and Saint 
Simon, and, in our day, of Oli- 
ver Wendell Holmes, Jr., Jus- 
tice Brandeis, and Edmund 
Wilson—yes, even of Adolf 
Hitler himself, who, after all, 
enunciated and fairly success- 
fully implemented one of our 
most cherished Liberal convic- 
tions: “It goes without saying,” 
Adolf once remarked, “that 
only a planned economy can 
make intelligent use of all a 
people’s strength.” 

Buckley still tries to defend 
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such mouldly old concepts as 
“individual freedom,” ‘objec- 
tive truth,” “original sin’—not 
just in its theological aspect, I 
hasten to add. But Buckley 
makes the uncouth and down- 
right divisive attempt, in this 
happily mixed community of 
ours, to apply this ancient dog- 
ma to social and economic 
thinking. 


What’s more, he doesn’t hesi- 
tate to take on anybody—even 
such a renowned thinker as the 
eminent Prof. John Kenneth 
Galbraith, or a social theorist 
as profound in her philosophy 
as Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt. 
Buckley just wades in and lets 


them have it—much to his own 
satisfaction, if not ours. His 
writing offers a unique in- 
stance of brash, unmitigated 
impudence. His book deserves 
to be ignored—if not burned. 


Seriously, I cordially recom- 
mend Bill Buckley’s book to 
every reader of this column 
with at least a high-school 
education. Much of it is easy, 
even hilarious, reading. Much 
of it requires concentration. But 
all of it is rewarding. I started 
reading it at 10 a.m. and could 
hardly put it down until I had 
finished it at 4:30 p.m. that 
same day. 
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Christ and Khrushchev 


[N THE course of the past sev- 
eral weeks, many readers 
have written to protest my atti- 
tude toward Khrushchev’s visit, 
suggesting that it is not Christ- 
like and reminding me _ that 
Our Lord received sinners and 
mixed with them. 


None of these readers were 
priests or people otherwise 
versed in Sacred Scripture, for 
the informed person knows that 
Christ received and mixed only 
with repentant sinners. The key 
word there is “repentant.” 


Otherwise we turn love to 
slush and reduce Our Lord to 
the stature of a soft and spine- 
less sort of Sweet Willam, 
preaching a religion bereft of 
both justice and morality: 

“Come unto Me, ye liars and 
grafters; ye bigamists, with 
your concubines; come unto Me, 
ye perverts and degenerates, 
and I will refresh you. Know 
ye not that I care not whether 
you lie, or graft, or fornicate, 
or multiply your obscenities?— 
Ye may have your selfishness 
and enjoy your sin with My 
love and blessing. I will not ask 
you to give them up...” 


Our Sunday Visitor, 
Oct. 4, 1959 


Magdalen is the usual exam- 
ple. But can you imagine Our 
Lord sitting in her kitchen and 
drumming His fingers on the 
table while she excused herself 
to accommodate a client in the 
front room? No—all His con- 
tacts were with the repentant 
Magdalen. 

We priests know that instinc- 
tively. Practically the whole of 
our confessional practice con- 
sists of interviewing people who 
want to “mix” with Our Lord, 
to receive Him in Holy Com- 
munion. In every single in- 
stance we must form a practi- 
cal judgment on the question: 
It this person contrite? And if 
a man such as. Khrushchev 
should come before us with the 
avowal: “I have hated Christ 
for years, I hate Him now, and 
I will continue to hate Him,” 
we would bar him from cam- 
panionship with Our Lord, 
knowing well that far from 
helping him, Our Lord’s pres- 
ence would only be another 
sinker around his neck. 

As you look at the crucifix, 
you think to yourself: He could 
have made some sort of a deal 
—co-existence. He might have 
had Annas and Caiphas in to 
dinner: “You mind your busi- 
ness and I'll mind mine. I won’t 


criticize you if you won’t bother 
me.” 

He might have fixed it up 
with Pilate — “peace and 
friendship” —- but He didn’t. 
He preached truth and justice. 

He might have ingratiated 
Himself with Herod (“that 
fox,” He once called him). He 
could have worked a miracle — 
just some amusing trifle, that’s 
all Herod asked — and He 
could at least have saved His 
own skin. But He didn’t. 

Thus, He shows us vividly 
that there is a harshness which 
can work kindness in the end, 
and a kindness which only suc- 
ceeds in working final cruelty, 
and it is this latter which, I 
very much fear, was dished up 
to Khrushchev last month. 


(I pointed these things out to 
a dear old lady just recently 
and she was stopped cold. There 
was a moment of silence, and 
then she burst out in sheer ex- 
asperation: “Well, I suppose 
our dear Lord did say all those 
things, but I’m sure we would 
all think more of Him if He 
hadn’t!”) 

But let’s pursue the matter. 
How did Our Lord react when 
the Chief Priest invited un- 
worthy personnel into the Tem- 
ple? He certainly did not have 


them out to dinner. Did He pray - 


over the matter? I have no 
doubt that He did. Scripture 
does not tell us. But every sin- 
gle one of the four evangelists 
reports what He did do: 

“He found in the temple men 
selling oxen, sheep and doves, 


and money-changers at their 
tables. And making a kind of 
whip of cords, he drove them 
all out of the temple, also the 
sheep and oxen, and he poured 
out the money of the changers 
and overturned the tables. And 
to them who were selling the 
doves he said, ‘Take these 
things away, and do not make 
the house of my Father a house 
of business.” (John 2:14-17) 


Our Lord here shows us that 
there are times when, besides 
prayer, a program of action is 
indicated. Our legitimate rulers 
can make a mistake, or sin, as 
did the Chief Priest in Our 
Lord’s day. His protest may 
have introduced a divisive ele- 
ment into the Jewish commun- 
ity, a note of unseemly pressure 
by a minority of one, but He is 
God and we dare not cavil. In 
fact, we dare not even concede 
admiration while withholding 
imitation, as we do sometimes 
with certain of the saints, for 
Christ is our model in all 
things. 


He had to choose between in- 
tegrity and extinction or com- 
promise and survival. But in 
our case, happily, the alterna- 
tives are reversed. We have a 
choice between integrity and 
survival, or compromise and ul- 
timate extinction. 

Suppose, then, that Our Lord 
were to have advised President 
Eisenhower on the manner of 
his conduct with this murder- 
er. Let’s thumb through our 
New Testament: 

“You brood of vipers, how 
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can you speak of good things, 
when you are evil?” (Matthew 
12:34) 

“Woe to you blind guides. . 
You blind fools!” (Matthew 23: 
17) 

“Woe to you, Scribes and 
Pharisees, hypocrites! because 
you are like whited sepulchers, 
which outwardly appear to men 
peautiful, but within are full of 
dead men’s bones and of all un- 
cleanness. So you outwardly 
appear just to men, but within 
you are full of hypocrisy and 
iniquity.” (Matthew 23:27-28) 

This was direct discourse! 
This was spoken into their very 
teeth! They were standing right 
there with the power to kill 
Him — as, we are told, Khrush- 
chev stood before Eisenhower. 

Yet, harsh as it sounds, it was 
the most charitable language 
Divine Wisdom could dictate. 
Christ loved them and spoke 
that way because it was the 
way best calculated to convert 
them and save their souls. 

From the merely natural 
point of view, it didn’t pay. As 
far as we can see, it didn’t con- 
vert them, and they finally suc- 


ceeded in having Him lynched. 
But Our Lord was obviously 
taking a larger point of view. 
He had to scold many an indi- 
vidual and deliver many a pub- 
lic reprimand for the sake of 
the millions who had and would 
have their eyes on Him. He 
simply could not fraternize with 
the Scribes and Pharisees and 
get buddy-buddy with them, 
for He would thus seem to be 
letting them get away with 
their hypocrisy. Not only would 
it have been a fraud repugnant 
to His own divine nature, but it 
would have discouraged the 
multitudes looking to Him for 
spiritual liberation, then and 
later. 

So study your crucifix. Kneel 
down before the agonizing 
Christ and think how easily He 
could have dodged it all merely 
by following a policy of co- 
existence with evil, by meeting 
His adversaries with  out- 
stretched hands and the cry of 
‘“‘Peace—friendship!” He chose 
rather the theme of “Justice— 
freedom,” and they crucified 
Him for it. 

But then three days later. . 
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A holy war 


[tT IS one of the tragedies of 

this present World War III 
that the forces battling the 
anti-Christ do not realize the 
essentially ideological nature of 
the conflict. We are fighting a 
war of ideas. This is a holy war 
—the only kind of war, inci- 
dentally, that is worth fight- 
ing. 


The Marxist believes that 
man is an animated machine, 
a mere phase in the process of 
evolution; that he responds just 
automatically to specific stim- 
uli, as predictably as a type- 
writer responds when you press 
the “A” or the “M.” He is com- 
pletely at the mercy of sur- 
rounding circumstances. There 
is no God, he has no soul, and 
hence there is no room for 
either faith or mercy. There is 
only man, the animal, with all 
the gadgets he has learned to 
make over the centuries. 


But our way of life and the 
existence of our nation is 
founded on the conviction that 
there is a God who will reward 
good and punish evil; that the 
individual human being is im- 
mortal and of infinite value; 


Our Sunday Visitor, 
Nov. 8, 1959 


that each of us is free to hew 
out our own destiny. 

Since the various kinds of 
Protestantism and Judaism 
teach these same fundamentals 
along with us, we have been 
able to live together for sever- 
al centuries as good neighbors 
here in America. There are oc- 
casional eccentrics—the village 
atheist, for instance—but the 
overwhelming pressure of pub- 
lic opinion has generally kept 
them in line: they are left 
free to live in peace so long 
as they do not become aggres- 
sively anti-social. 

So we have learned such a 
generous measure of religious 
tolerance that we fail to under- 
stand how any person, class, or 
nation could seriously  ac- 
cept a creed that bids it mur- 
der its neighbors, or enslave 
them. We are so conditioned 
that we find it all but impos- 
sible to conceive that a dedi- 
cated atheist materialist like 
Khrushchev, for instance, would 
immediately strangle the little 
baby he has just kissed if he 
thought it would advance the 
cause of the “classless society.” 

We have been further misled 
by the convention, accessory 
to tolerance, that it is rude to 
discuss religion, for “that is 
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every man’s own private af- 
fair.’ Hence, religion meets 
with a conspiracy of silence in 
America, and a visitor from 
another world, looking through 
our papers and magazines, 
might easily conclude that we 
have not yet discovered God, 
or—if we have—that He oc- 
cupies but the narrowest corn- 
er of our lives. 


Having unconsciously accept- 
ed the idea that beliefs (ideo- 
logies) have practically noth- 
ing to do with the hard reali- 
ties of daily living—‘It is not 
important whether you are a 
Roman Catholic or an atheist: 
what really matters is that you 
get your daily quota of vita- 
mins’—we refuse to face the 
fact that the dedicated Com- 
munist is in the grip of an idea, 
like the first Christians or the 
early Mohammedans—for to us 
at this point that sounds rather 
silly. 

So we _ persuade ourselves 
that everything will turn out 
all right if we can only raise 
the standard of living in Rus- 
sia, give everyone a pair of 
shoes, improve their housing, 
etc. — 

But it is ideas that change 
the world—not gadgets. Jesus 
was a poor man who preached 
the value of poverty and suf- 
fering, and His teachings swept 
the world of His day. When the 
Pilgrims set up their polity in 
the wilderness of New Eng- 
land, they made no provision 
for social security or unem- 
ployment compensation. They 


sought freedom from an over- 
bearing government and they 
were willing to pay the price. 

When I see members of our 
own great missionary societies 
testifying before Congressional 
hearings in favor of increased 
foreign aid, I think of St. Fran- 
cis. of Assisi going barefoot 
from his native Italy to the 
hostile court of the Moroccan 
Sultan in search of souls. And 
his devoted sons and brethren 
have been following his ex- 
ample ever since. As Father 
Rudolf Harvey writes in Friar, 
“They have been going East 
for 700 years without the aid 
of clippers and constellations. 
In all that time they haven’t 
been met at the airport with 
State Department Cadillacs. 
They have done it the hard 
way. It is easier to spill cash 
than corpuscles. 


“What they, and thousands 
of missionaries like them, have 
brought to Asia was the same 
message of salvation that put 
the other half of the world to- 
gether before our modern ma- 
terialists began taking it apart 
at the seams.” 


As a result of our national 
refusal to respect the import- 
ance of religion, to acknowl- 
edge the spiritual basis of our 
cause, we are trying to fight 
materialism by spreading it! 

An observer from neutral 
India, Prakash C. Jain, writes 
in U.S. News & World Report: 
“Never at any time, in any 
clime, have men given their 
absolute loyalty to the mater- 
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ial things of life. And yet, to 
salvage democracy, the Ameri- 
cans have pinned their faith 
on higher and higher standards 
of living, more production of 
eggs, milk, corn flakes, soda 
pop, chewing gum. 

“No wonder, in the absence 
of a living spiritual approach, 
America has failed to catch on 
as hatred, enmity, betrayals 
have dogged her at every step. 
A trail of suspicion, resent- 
ment, wild abuse follows wher- 
ever the Americans go.” 

“Seek ye first the kingdom 
of heaven,” said Our Lord, 
“and all these other things 
shall be added unto you be- 
sides.” But, reversing Christ’s 
command America has been 
telling the world, “First you 
get prosperous, then you get 
faith”—-whereas the Commun- 
ists accept and preach Our 
Lord’s hierarchy of values: 
“First be good Marxists,” they 
say, ‘‘and then you will become 
prosperous.” 

The result is that, as Mr. 
Jain says, 

“The U.S. builds schools and 
spreads literacy among the 
peasants. The USSR _ supplies 
them the books and the news- 
papers they read. 

“The U.S. gives scholarships 
to students for studies abroad. 
The USSR: sells them cheap 
political glasses through which 
they survey the world. 

“The U.S. spends on library 
premises. The USSR manages 
to get on the shelves inside her 
own choice literature. 


“The U.S. builds hospitals 
and furnishes them with soft 
beds and ultramodern gadgets. 
The USSR indoctrinates the 
nurses and the doctors who at- 
tend and attract the patients. 


“The U.S. creates factories 
for the workers to earn a live- 
lihood. The USSR bands them 
into trade-unions, trains their 
leaders and gives them a cause 
to die for. 


“The U.S. pampers regime 
after regime with a parapher- 
nalia for pomp and power. The 
USSR trains an elite capable 
of capturing power in every 
land.” 


In the meantime, the cap- 
italist press seldom has a good 
word for any anti-Communist, 
calling him a reactionary, war- 
monger, mental deficient, mono- 
maniac, fanatic, ‘‘a neurotic 
who sees a Red under every 
bed.” 


Mr. Jain is baffled by the 
fairly universal antipathy for 
genuine anti-Communists such 
as the late John Foster Dulles, 
the late Senator Joseph R. Mc- 
Carthy, Syngman Rhee, Chiang 
Kai-shek, and others of their 
persuasion, while _ so-called 
“liberals” such as Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt and Adlai Stevenson 
enjoy immense _ international 
prestige and are welcomed with 
bouquets in every part of the 
world. 


Let me conclude with Mr. 
Jain’s eloquent peroration: 

“In the great ideological 
struggle between freedom and 
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totalitarianism,” he says, “the 
two contestants seem to have 
already chosen their weapons 
and decided their tactics. The 
Americans have chosen the 
external tangibles—the body’s 
rapture, the skin-tight bikinis, 
the Christian Dior creations, 
the frozen crabs, the banana 
splits, the  charcoal-broiled 
steaks. The Russians have 
chosen the great intangibles— 


convictions, dedications, aspir- 


ations, dreams, visions, the 
very human souls. 

“In such a situation, who 
will emerge victorious? Who 
will survive? Whom will the 
gods favor? Let the U.S. theo- 
reticians, the progressive states- 
men and the millionaire phil- 
anthropists think over the re- 
ply. But does it look very un- 
reasonable if those who have 
chosen the dust are reduced 
to dust?” 


oe OT 


Whither America? 


FACH week as one opens a 

fresh issue of Time mag- 
azine, the first item that meets 
the eye is the latest picture 
of President Eisenhower—gen- 
erally grinning, but occasion- 
ally looking annoyed or puz- 
zled—together with about 1,000 
words or so of eulogy. I can- 
not recall the magazine ever 
once conceding that Ike made 
a mistake. All his fumbles are 
explained away. There was 
even, recently, an item defend- 
ing his chaotic and all but in- 
comprehensible manner of 
speaking. 


But this is fairly uniform 
throughout the press. We have 
become so accustomed to it as 
almost to have forgotten that 
even so masterful a politician 
as Franklin D. Roosevelt took 
his lumps regularly from the 
newspapers, and before his 
day, the president was the gen- 
eral whipping boy for any ed- 
itorial writer in search of a 
subject. Every newspaperman 
felt it not only his privilege 
but his duty to chew out the 
president once in a while and 
tell him what a miserable job 
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he was doing of running the 
country. 

Hence, conditioned as we are 
through the last seven years, 
we are almost startled when 
Lord Montgomery publicly a- 
vows that Ike was not really 
top-drawer as a general, and 
when Field Marshal Viscount 
Alanbrook agrees, and when 
Clement Attlee sucks owlishly 
on his pipe and nods assent. 
We feel somewhat as though 
we have just seen an altarboy 
stick out his tongue at the 
archbishop — excepting that 
Montgomery and Alanbrook 
are not altarboys. They are 
Ike’s peers in military lore. 

In the fall of 1945, a former 
parishioner just mustered out 
of the Army called on me in 
Baltimore. 


“What’s with Eisenhower?” 
he asked in a puzzled voice. 
“I can’t understand his seem- 
ing popularity here at home. 
We hardly heard of him in 
Europe. Georgie Patton or 
Mark Clark, or Douglas Mac- 
Arthur—one could understand 
if they were made popular 
idols, but Ike Eisenhower—! 
Why, he’s almost colorless!” 


Then when it came to a 
choice of Eisenhower over Mac- 
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Arthur as a nominee for the 
White House—that was when 
all of us sensed immediately 
the grip of power politics on 
the nation, for in those far-off 
days of 1952, we all saw the 
need of a vigorous anti-Com- 
munist and MacArthur was the 
obvious candidate for that role. 
Certainly a majority of Ameri- 
cans would agree with Alan- 
prook’s estimate of MacArthur, 
formed in 1945: 

“He considered the Russians 
a greater menace than the Naz- 
is had ever been—complete bar- 
barians—as exemplified by one 
commander who issued orders 
that every woman between the 
ages of 16 and 60 was to be 
raped twice by Russian sold- 
iery as an example of the sup- 
eriority of the Russian race. 
MacArthur considers that they 
should be met by force, if nec- 
essary, and not by conciliatory 
methods which would only be 
interpreted as weakness by the 
Russians . 

“From everything I saw of 
him that day he confirmed the 
admiration I already had,” 
writes the British Field Mar- 
shal. “A very striking person- 
ality with perhaps a tinge of 
the actor, but any failing in 
this direction was certainly not 
offensive. On the contrary, he 
assumed the attitude of the 
‘grand seigneur’ and did so 
with great dignity. 

“I came away with the im- 
pression that he was a very 
big man and the biggest gen- 
eral I have yet seen during this 


war. He is head and shoulders 
bigger than Marshall, and if 
he had been in the latter’s 
place during the last four years 
I feel certain that my task in 
the Combined Chiefs of Staff 
would have been far easier. 


“MacArthur was the great- 
est general and the best strat- 
egist that the war produced. 
He certainly outshone Marsh- 
all, Eisenhower and all other 
American and British generals 
including Montgomery. As a 
fighter of battles and as a lead- 
er of men Monty was hard to 
beat, but I doubt whether he 
would have shown the same 
strategic genius had he been in 
MacArthur’s position.” 


Rape was the general policy 
of the invading Russians. Per- 
haps it implemented ‘Peace 
and Friendship.” It has been 
estimated that two out of ev- 
ery three women and girls in 
Vienna were sexually assult- 
ed by the Reds. And it was Ike 
who ordered our troops held 
up so that the Reds could get 
there first —- into Vienna, and 
Prague and Berlin. He pleaded 
later that he was only: doing 
what Marshall had told him to 
do. 


Mr. Eisenhower somehow 
appeals to our sympathy by 
appearing to be Mr. Joe Aver- 
age stuck in a situation that 
is just a little over his head. 
He has an easy-going way, an 
amiable smile, and asthe crash 
of each succeeding Administra- 
tion blunder_ reverberates 
through the headlines, sealing 
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the doom of increasing millions 
under the Red tyranny, one is 
tempted to think: “Oh, well, 
he’s doing the best he can. 
Let’s not shoot the pianist.” 


But as we face the eighth 
year of such disasters, the 
thought keeps sneaking back 
that, to quote Mortimer Snerd, 
“It ain’t easy to be that dumb.” 


A certain pattern becomes 
apparent. The president first 
startles the country by an- 
nouncing his invitation to 
Khrushchev. The next day he 
expresses deep concern over the 
wide circulation of “Lady Chat- 
erly’s Lover.” This latter could 
be a red herring to reassure 
the folks back home: “No need 
to worry about Ike. He can’t be 
too bad”—-when, of course, the 
truth is that as a nation we 
can survive a dirty novel, but 
we can’t survive a Red inva- 
sion. 


On Tuesday we pull the rug 
out from under Conrad Aden- 
auer with the casual declara- 
tion that the Berlin situation 
is “abnormal.” Then on Wed- 
nesday we tell the press that 
we are deeply shaken over cor- 
ruption on certain TV  pro- 
grams. 

We issue a world itinerary 
that rather pointedly passes up 
those doggedly loyal anti-Com- 
munist allies of ours, Chiang 
Kai-shek and Syngman Rhee, 
then we. fulminate a few bul- 
letins on the steel situation. 

But there is still another 
technique. Shall we call it the 


“calculated mistake’? Even 


you and I have a pretty fair 
knowledge of the free world’s 
position at every point of con- 
tact with the Red Slave Em- 
pire. But a high official of the 
State Department should be 
expected to know this as well 
as I know the Apostles’ Creed. 
That’s his business. That’s all 
he has done all his life. 


Now, suppose I were my 


bishop’s secretary and I were 


to call in the newspaper re- 
porters and announce that, in 
view of the upcoming Ecumen- 
ical Council, our diocese was 
reconsidering the doctrine of 
purgatory. My statement would 
be front-page news and my 
picture would be spread all 
over the next issue of the 
weekly news magazines. 


However, suppose that to re- 
pair the damage I recall the 
press and tell them that, of 
course, the diocese still be- 
lieves in purgatory. I was not 
too familiar with the situation. 
Still, “I do think that Protest- 
ant arguments against purga- 
tory warrant careful consider- 
ation.” 

Comes now Christian Herter, 
appointed Secretary of State 
by Mr. Eisenhower and pre- 


sumably speaking for his boss. . 


Interviewed by the press con- 
cerning Red aggression against 
India, he first says that he can- 
not take sides for lack of in- 
formation. Reporters for the 
Associated Press size this up 
as “a surprisingly neutral posi- 
tion.” Mr. Herter later rushes a 
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revised opinion to the wire ser- 
vices, but the damage has al- 
ready been done. 

It is bad enough when our 
Government refuses to raise 
the question of Hungary in the 
United Nations; when Walter 
Lippman writes that “We can’t 
expect the Russians to make 
all the concessions’—as though 
they had ever made any; when 
we regard artificial crises cre- 
ated by the Communists as le- 
gitimate disputes to be solved 
by yielding ground as though 
we shared in the guilt. 


But when we read that Pres- 
ident Eisenhower has privately 
rebuked Governor Rockefeller 
for persisting in a “tough line’ 
toward the Russians on such 
questions as cultural and pol- 
itical exchanges, trade with the 
Iron Curtain, and nuclear test- 
ing; is it possible that our 
president does not realize how 
he is betraying the confidence 
of the millions who voted him 
into the White House on his 
promise to clean the Reds out 
of government and liberate the 
Captive Nations? 


An unauthorized telegram 


[| AST week in this space I 

recalled the tragic decision 
in 1945 to pull up the armies 
of the free world so that the 
Reds could be the first to oc- 
cupy Berlin, Prague and Vien- 
na. It was General Eisenhower 
who executed this order. 


Lord Clement Attlee throws 
more light on this disastrous 
maneuver in an extended re- 
view of Lord Alanbrooke’s re- 
cently published memoirs. In 
1945, Alanbrooke was Britain’s 
Chief of Staff and Attlee was a 
member of the War Cabinet, 
later following Churchill as 
Prime Minister. Both of them 
were “in the know.” 

Writing in the London Ob- 
server, Attlee summarizes Al- 
anbrooke’s complaint against 
Ike: 

“The indictment culminates 
in the charge that instead of 
letting Monty, when his bridge- 
head on the Rhine was 35 miles 
long and 25 deep, with 20 di- 
visions and 1,500 tanks across, 
sweep forward across the Han- 
over plains to the Elbe and 
Berlin, Eisenhower dispatched 
an unauthorized telegram to 
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Stalin. In this Eisenhower in- 
formed Stalin that he proposed 
after encircling the Ruhr to 
concentrate on central Ger- 
many, then make for the up- 
per Elbe, there to await the 
arrival of the Russians, his ob- 
ject being to cut Germany in 
half and concentrate his main 
forces against the supposed 
‘national redoubt’ in the Aust- 
rian Alps, in which, it was ru- 
mored, Hitler and his Nazi fan- 
atics intended to make a last 
stand. Had Eisenhower gone 
straight for Berlin, of course,” 
says Attlee, “we could have 
got there before the Russians, 
and history might have been 
very different.” 

It must be remembered, now, 
that Lord Attlee himself was at 
one time a sympathizer with 
the Reds. There is a famous 
news picture which shows him 
in Spain during the Civil War 
giving the Communist clench- 
ed-fist salute to the Loyalist 
troops marching past on their 
way to burn down more Cath- 
olic churches, shoot more 
priests, rape more nuns, etc. 
He was elected to head the 
British Government on the So- 
cialist ticket. 

Nevertheless, he concedes 
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that “The facts are as Alan- 
prooke gives them” — that is, 
that before making a move, 
Ike cleared everything with 
Stalin by means of an “unauth- 
orized” telegram (certainly an 
intriguing adjective!)—‘“‘and in 
my view,” Attlee continues, 
“Monty was right and Ike was 
wrong.” 

However, Attlee says, “Eisen- 
hower’s refusal to push on to 


’ Berlin, though partly the re- 


sult of imperfect strategy, was 
really attributable to American 
delusions about Russia which 
Eisenhower, though he shared 
them, did not create. The 
Americans were indeed inno- 
cents abroad. It is ironical to 
reflect when one _ considers 
their present attitude to the 
Communist peril, how much 
they contributed to its exten- 
sion westward.” 


As the Red barbarians push- 
ed their way into Central Eur- 
ope, raping and looting every- 
one and everything in their 
path, the Poles, Hungarians, 
Czechs, Slavs, and other “liber- 
ated” peoples first tried to de- 
fend themselves, but then, real- 
izing that the Red bulldozer 
could not be stopped, they re- 
treated far enough to surrender 
to American troops, thinking 
that then they would be safe. 

How wrong they were! Gen- 
eral Eisenhower had already 
agreed ‘fon his own” to return 
at least the Russian refugees to 
Stalin for slave-labor or liqui- 
dation—a decision later extend- 
ed and signed on behalf of the 


United States by General John 
R. Deane at Yalta on Feb. 11, 
1945. Now our G.I.’s_ were 
pledged to round up and return 
to Russia everyone who had 
fled that unhappy land or 
otherwise made himself per- 
sona non grata to Stalin since 
1939. 


At first there was some 
doubt as to whether force 
should be used. Our policy 
makers agreed that it should. 
So these poor refugees, scream- 
ing and trying to slash their 
own wrists, were herded into 
boxcars at bayonet point by 
our own men to Russia. It is 
impossible to reckon how many 
were affected by this decision, 
but the number must run into 
the hundreds of thousands. Be- 
cause of its brutality, this 
heartrending episode is offici- 
ally known at the Pentagon 
under the classic label “Opera- 
tion Keelhaul.” 


For all of this, General Eis- 
enhower was summoned to 
Moscow where Generalissimo 
Stalin pinned on him the dia- 
mond studded medal of the 
Order of Suverov. 


Three years later, he hired 
Joseph Barnes to help him 
“ghost” “Crusade in Europe.” 
One-time foreign editor of the 
New York 4Herald-Tribune, 
Barnes was later spotted as a 
Communist by Louis Budenz 
and Whittaker Chambers. 

In 1952, General Eisenhower 
was nominated for the presi- 
dency on the Republican tick- 
et, pledged to clean Commun- 
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ists out of government and lib- 
erate the captive nations. But, 
according to the London Times 
of Oct. 16, 1952: 


“Yesterday one columnist re- 
ported that the General’s old 
staff at NATO had been told 
by him before he left not to 
be alarmed by anything he 
might do or say during the 
campaign. He would do, he 
said, according to this report, 
whatever was necessary to get 
nominated and then he would 
do whatever was necessary to 
get elected. Once he was in the 
White House, however, he 
would be the man they had 
always known.” 


And at the same time, Joseph 
Alsop was reporting that, ‘The 
General, now that he has left 
the Middle West behind, is 
going to talk like an interna- 
tionalist and, once elected, is 
going to forget the McCarthys 
and Jenners and modernize the 
Republican party.” 

There are many people in 
this country who have long 
followed these developments 
with mounting concern. They 
are unwilling to write off our 
disastrous softening toward 
Russia as bungling policy. 
When mistakes such as these 
follow a definite pattern, they 
cease to be mistakes. Instead, 
they become so many calculat- 
ed steps in a policy, the end 
and purpose of which eludes 
the ordinary observer. 

One cannot charge Adminis- 
tration critics, either, with 
hindsight. The very first issue 


of Human Events, Feb. 2, 
1944, quoted the experienced 
and perspicacious reporter Wil- 
liam Henry Chamberlin as fol- 
lows: 


“The diplomatic duel (be- 
tween Stalin and Churchill) 
is under way even while the 
two countries (Russia and 
Britain) are allies against Nazi 
Germany. Stalin has clearly 
won the first round and is now 
out in the ring for the second. 
He has forced the British to 
shift their support in Yugo- 
slavia from the Monarchist 
General Mikhailovitch to the 
Communist Marshal Broz (Ti- 
to). Stalin is trying to impose 
a dictated Munich settlement 
of the Polish question on Great 
Britain and the United States. 

“Stalin . . . contemptuously 
refuses to negotiate with the 
Polish Government - in Exile 
recognized as legitimate by 
Great Britain and the United 
States . . . He has been treat- 
ing Poland like a_ vassal 
state... 

“Stalin is riding high. . . Lay- 
ing plans for dependent re- 
gimes in Poland, the Baltic and 
Balkan states is one of his 
minor preoccupations eA 
Germany, after Hitler. falls, 
may be the scene of a far big- 
ger tug-of-war.” 

All this was written 15 
months before V-E Day! In- 
deed, if the advice of Human 
Events had been followed, Ber- 
lin, Prague, and Vienna would 
have been captured the next 
year by the onrushing Ameri- 
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can armies. All of Germany, 
except East Prussia, would have 
peen occupied by the Allies. 
Berlin today would be the cap- 
ital of Free Germany instead 
of being an island in a Com- 
munist ocean and the cause of 
periodic crises. Most of the 
satellite areas would never 
have come under Soviet con- 
trol. 

But my thoughts keep re- 
turning to the cities which 
General Eisenhower permitted 
the Reds to “liberate.”’ General 
Frank Howley says that when 
he entered Berlin on June 17, 


he found this incident typical: 

“A former secretary of mine, 
a girl of 17, had to be wheeled 
in a baby carriage several 
blocks down the street toa 
hospital, after seven Russian 
soldiers had taken turns raping 
her and her mother in their 
apartment. .. 230 German girls 
were treated at the same hos- 
pital on a single day.” 

Of course, as Clement Attlee 
tells us, General Eisenhower 
had cleared it first with Stalin 
— even though his telegram 
was unauthorized — and that’s 
the way “Uncle Joe” wanted it. 
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‘The Day of Infamy’ 


| AST Monday I made a spec- 

ial memento in my Mass 
and Office for the 3,000 Ameri- 
can boys destroyed 18 years 
ago at Pearl Harbor. As temp- 
ers cool and impartial scholar- 
ship: takes over, it becomes in- 
creasingly clear that they need 
not have died. Expert after ex- 
pert has been taking the wit- 
ness chair to testify that it was 
a slaughter calculated as a 
necessary means to a suppos- 
edly desirable end. Like the 
regiment of infantry on Pork- 


chop Hill in Korea, those boys 
were “expendable.” 
George Morgenstern’s Pearl 


Harbor (Devin-Adair, 1947) 
remains the classic on the sub- 
ject. Walter Lord’s The Day of 
Infamy (Holt, 1957) fills the 
reader in on Japanese reluc- 
tance to attack the fleet except 
as a “sitting duck.” The Final 
Secret of Pearl Harbor by R. 
A. Theobald (Devin-Adair, 19- 
54) shows how, although de- 
coding (‘Purple’) machines 
were supplied to the Ameri- 
can commanders in the Philip- 
pines and the British, they 
were refused to the base in 
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Hawaii lest the Pearl Harbor 
commanders independently de- 
code Japanese messages and 
take steps to ward off the at- 
tack—steps which would have 
been successful, as Lord tells 
us. President Roosevelt and the 
Coming of the War, 1941 (Yale, 
1948) by Dr. Charles A. Beard, 
provides full political and dip- 
lomatic background on Pearl. 

Adm. Kimmel, naval com- 
mander at Pearl in 1941, is 
living in retirement in Con- 
necticut. His book, Admiral 
Kimmel’s Story (Regnery, 19- 
55) presents full proof that 
Washington deliberately with- 
held from the Hawaiian au- 
thorities information that 
would have prevented the 
Japanese attack. 

The FBI Story by Don 
Whitehead (Random House, 
1957) contains a revealing 
chapter, “Espionage Limited,” 
telling how the FBI agents at 
Pearl were prevented from 
intercepting and decoding Jap- 
anese messages which would 
have warned Kimmel and 
Short in ample time to repel 
the attack. 

Wedemeyer Reports! (Holt, 
1958) lays it on the line in 
Chapter I. Roosevelt’s Road to 
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Russia (Regnery, 1959) by 
George N. Crocker, just pub- 
lished, does the same. In my 
files I also have Dean Manion’s 
conversation with Adm. Kim- 
mel on his radio program of 
Dec. last year, and the article 
which Kimmel published in the 
Chicago Sunday Tribune Mag- 


azine on that same day. 


These revisionists, if one may 
still call them that now that 
they are increasing to a major- 
ity, keep presenting certain 
gritty facts which refuse to 
vanish however much they 
may be ignored. 


Sir Winston Churchill writes 
in his Grand Alliance simply 
that the President wanted war. 
Roosevelt, he says, “was aloof, 
august, at the head of a mighty 
neutral Power, which he desir- 
ed above all things to bring 
into the fight for freedom. But 
he could not as yet see how to 
do it.” 

Why did he want war? Ac- 
cording to Jesse Jones, one of 
his cabinet members, FDR was 
a “total politician ... eager to 
get into the fighting” to per- 
petuate himself in the presi- 
dency. 

Historian Charles A. Beard, 
more philosophical perhaps, 
saw “only conceit, dreams of 
grandeur, vain imaginings, lust 
for power, or a desire to escape 
from our domestic perils and 
obligations.” 

How was it done? Captain 
Oliver Lyttleton, production 
minister in Churchill’s war 
cabinet, let the cat out of the 


bag June 20, 1944, in a speech 
to the American Chamber of 
Commerce in London: “Amer- 
ica provoked Japan to such an 
extent,” he said, “that the Jap- 
anese were forced to attack. 
Pearl Harbor. It is a travesty 
on history ever to say that 
America was forced into war.” 

According to his memoirs, 
Sir Winston was full of “the 
greatest joy” at the news. He 
told Parliament: “This is what 
I have dreamed of, aimed at, 
and worked for, and now it 
has come to pass.” 


You think that is cynical? 
General de Gaulle tells in his 
memoirs how he once found 
Sir Winston frustrated, not be- 
cause Hitler was dropping 
bombs on English cities, but 
because he wasn’t! 


“TI can still see him at Che- 
quers one August day,” writes 
De Gaulle, “raising his fists 
toward the sky as he cried: ‘So 
they won’t come!’ 

““Are you in such a hurry,’ 
I said to him, ‘to see your towns 
smashed to bits?’ 

“You see,’ he said, ‘the 
bombing of Oxford, Coventry, 
Canterbury, will cause such a 
wave of indignation in the 
United States they’ll come into 
the war.’” 

But now to the Day of In- 
famy: The United States had 
broken the highest Japanese 
security code as early as 1940. 
As I said, we had even devel- 
oped a decoding machine. 
Hence, the President was fa- 
miliar with Japan’s war plans. 
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These became obvious to our 
Government on Sept. 24, 1941, 
when Tokyo instructed the 
Japanese consulate in Hono- 
lulu to report on all military 
and naval movements at Pearl. 
But nothing of this was passed 
on to our men in Hawaii. Gen. 
Short and Adm. Kimmel were 
kept in the dark. 


On Nov. 25, knowing that 
Secretary of State Hull would 
hand a totally unacceptable ul- 
timatum to the Japanese Am- 
bassador the very next day 
President Roosevelt called a 
council of war. One of those 
present, Henry L. Stimson, 
Secretary of War, reports as 
follows: 

“Mr. Hull said that the Jap- 
anese were poised for the at- 
tack — that they might attack 
at any time... One problem 
troubled us very much. If you 
know your enemy is going to 
strike you, it is usually unwise 
to wait until he gets the jump 
on you by taking the initiative. 
In spite of the risk involved, 
however, in letting the Japan- 
ese fire the first shot, we real- 
ized that in order to have the 
full support of the American 
people, it was desirable to 
make sure that the Japanese 
be the ones to do this so that 
there would remain no doubt 
in anyone’s mind as to who was 
the aggressor. 

“The question was how we 
could maneuver the Japanese 
into the position of firing the 
first shot without allowing too 
much danger to ourselves.” 


Nothing of this was reported 
to the commanders at Pearl. 


On Saturday afternoon, Dec. 
6, 1941, a i4-part message 
from Tokyo to the Japanese 
Embassy started coming into 
Washington. The first 13 parts 
were decoded and distributed 
among top officials by 9 p.m. 
Saturday night at the latest. 


Says Gen. Wedemeyer: “A 
young naval officer summoned 
by Senator Homer Ferguson to 
a hearing on Pearl Harbor is 
witness to the fact that the 
Japanese war message was read 
by Roosevelt and Hopkins in 
his presence on the night of 
December 6 in the White 
House. When Hopkins urged 
preventative action, Roosevelt 
said no, a democracy must 
make a good record and wait.” 


Although, according to Adm. 
Kimmel last year on Dean 
Manion’s program, ten men 
were in on the secret, the mes- 
sage did not get out to Pearl 
until Gen. Marshall got around 
to it some time next day. He 
did not ’phone it or use Gov- 
ernment facilities. Instead, he 
sent it by commercial wire. By 
the time it reached its destina- 
tion, 351 Japanese planes had 
already flown away, leaving 
eight American battleships 
knocked out, 3,000 American 
boys dead, and America at war. 

Why were Kimmel and 
Short not notified? Says Kim- 
mel: “Because it was feared 
that action in Hawaii might 
deter the Japanese from mak- 
ing the attack. Our President 
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had repeatedly assured the 
American people the United 
States would not enter the war 
unless we were attacked. A 
Japanese attack on the fleet 
would put the United States in 
the war with the full support 
of the American public.” 
Churchill’s comment: The 
President and his _ trusted 
friends had “writhed under the 
restraints of Congress” which 
kept America at least nomi- 
nally neutral. Thus, he says, the 
Japanese attack on the United 
States was “a vast simplifica- 
tion of their problems and their 
duty. How can we wonder that 


they regard the actual form of 
attack, or even its scale, as in- 
comparably less important 
than the fact that the whole 
American nation would be 
united for its own safety in a 
righteous cause as never be- 
fore?” 


I guess that all depends on 
how you look at it. As for us, 
we'll still hew to the ethical 
principle that, no matter how 
much good you hope to accom- 
plish, you can never do evil to 
bring it about. And the world 
would be much better off to- 
day if FDR had stuck to that 
same code. 


The ‘beat’ generation 


\WHAT would you do if, when 

you told your 16-year-old 
son to be in by 11:00 p.m., he 
would ask— 


“And if I’m not?” 


And what if, when he came 
rolling in at 1:00 a.m. to find 
you waiting by the door, he 
would make a fist at you and 
threaten ‘you: 


“Don’t you talk that way to 
me! [ll kill you! Pll wipe up 
the floor with you!” 

At that point, you realize 
that he is three or four inches 
taller and perhaps 40 pounds 
heavier than you. 


So what’s your next step? 


Don’t say that you would talk 
to a priest. It’s too late for 
that. If Junior has no respect 
for you, he will have even less 
for the priest. And I honestly 
would hardly know how to ad- 
vise you. He is too big to beat. 
Boarding schools cost money 
and, besides, they don’t want 
disciplinary problems. You 
don’t want to blacken the 
family name by putting him in 
juvenile court. 

It’s happening all over the 
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country, far more often than 
you think. It is the fruit of 
Progressive Education — or 
something. Our teen-agers have 
never been slapped or paddled, 
most of them, their whole 
life long. Their parents were 
determined to bring them up 
“scientifically.” They subscrib- 
ed to magazines and read corn- 
ey books on child psychology 
which told them never to touch 
a child but to reason with him, 
explain, give him motivation: 
“Sugar draws more flies than 
vinegar,” and all that sort of 
thing — and now they are bad- 
ly let down, for their children 
are beyond control. 


Let’s face it: God gave you 
authority over your child. Use 
it or lose it. A child coming into 
the world has no more sense 
than a puppy and, like a puppy, 
he must be trained and “house 
broken.” 


When a puppy soils the par- 
lor rug, it is standard proced- 
ure to rub his nose in it and 
pitch him bodily out the door. 
Your children may cry and 
think you are cruel, but you 
well know that you are doing 
it not because you hate the 
pup, but on the contrary ... 


EKO RON 


Similarly, when a child uses 
coarse language, it is standard 
procedure to wash out his 
youth with soap. If he is im- 
pudent, you slap his face at 
once. If he is seriously disobed- 
ient, you turn him over your 
knee and give him a paddling. 

This is not cruelty. It is edu- 
cation, and if it is carried out 
systematically, by the time he 
is 12 the child will have it bred 
into his bone and muscle that 
older people are his betters and 
he must have respect for them. 
“Children should be seen and 
not heard.” “Children should 
not speak unless spoken to.” 
“Children never _ contradict 
their elders.” 


“Honor thy father and thy 
mother,” says the 4th Com- 
mandment, “that thou mayest 
be long lived in the land which 
the Lord thy God will give 
thee.” — It is the only com- 
mandment with a promise at- 
tached. 

As a parent, you have the 
authority from God to give 
your children an order and 
make it stick until they are 21. 
You can bind them under 
penalty of mortal sin. 

When you tell your rambunc- 
tious teen-ager, “Now listen 
here, Junior: I want you to 
stop loafing with that pack of 
tramps down in the poolhall. 
That’s an order. If I ever again 
see you with Greek, or Chuck, 
or Stoops, P’ll take that nose of 
yours and wrap it around your 
neck. I mean it, and it will be a 
mortal sin if you disobey me.” 


Then remind him of it when 
he goes out to confession the 
next Saturday night, for your 
command is as sacred as the 
Church’s precept of abstinence 
on Friday and Mass on Sunday, 
and Junior must confess any 
disobedience on that particular 
score as serious matter. 

Actually, the youngsters ap- 
preciate a home that is well 
ordered. You are the officers 
and they are the enlisted men. 

What would you have thought, 

on ship or in barracks, of a 
C.O. who let his men do as they | 
liked? Kids feel the same way. | 


And as an officer you ought 4 
to keep a certain distance from | 
them. How can you expect to : 
give an order if you are going | 
to let your children call you | 
by your first name? — if you | 
are going to get down to their 
level and be buddy-buddy with a 
them? Does the pastor get ‘ 
palsy-walsy with his people? | 
The bishop with his priests? 

For their own good and the 
welfare of society, we must de- | 
velop them into stable char- 
acters, and I am afraid we have 
been falling down on the job. 

They must learn obedience, de- 

votion to duty, that homely 
monstrosity of a word (you 
don’t hear it so often nowa- 
days!) known as_ stick-to-it- | 
iveness. We were all appalled 
at the American turncoats in 
Korea, ready to blacken their 
own flag in return for an extra 
blanket or a pack of cigarettes. 
And what is that but an un- 
stable character? 
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In recent columns I have in- 
dicated that certain sins are 
far worse than others. Certain 
sins have more serious effects 
socially. For instance, when a 
man gets married, he is setting 
a definite course for life. Now, 
he may take a little too much 
drink on occasion. This means 
he has gone off course a little 
But he never misses work; he 
immediately recovers his equi- 
librium. One time he may get 
foolish and shoot his whole 
pay on the ponies. This is more 
serious. But again, he recovers 
his balance. 

Should he run off with 
another woman, however, he 
has reversed his course 180° 
and is now traveling in the 
completely opposite direction. 
He has sold out his God, his 
wife, his children, his mother, 
all those who loved him and 
had confidence in him. He has 
made them ashamed. 


Once a man marries, he is 
bound to work every day and 
turn in his pay from that mo- 
ment until he drops in his 
tracks. He has people depend- 
ing on him. That calls for 
stability. 


It is the same with us priests - 


and sisters. A priest may be 
late starting Mass once in a 
while. He may be cranky in 
the confessional. He may even 
neglect his preaching. And all 
this is admittedly bad. But he 
is only veering ever so little 
off course. 

But suppose that tomorrow 
I did not show up for Mass, and 


when my pastor came to call 
me, he found a note pinned to 
my pillow: “Dear Father, I 
have decided that there is no 
future in this life and so I am 
opening up a haberdashery in 
Chicago. Thanks for everything, 
and so long.” 


That would be a total sell- 
out, the complete denial of my 
vocation. Think of how the con- 
gregation would be let down as 
the news sped around the 
parish, my bishop, my mother, 
Father Edwin, you readers, and 
— not least — the great High 
Priest who one day shared His 
powers with me, telling me, “I 
do not now call you a servant, 
but I am calling you My 
friend.” 

That would be instability. 

These kids of ours are too 
immature to realize how deeply 
all of us love them. A boy and 
a girl will get to know each 
other and, in the course of a 
decent courtship, they will de- 
cide to found a home of their 
own. They dream of their own 
house, their own _ children, 
family celebrations of every 
sort: Christmases, First Holy 
Communions, graduations... 

After many sacrifices, they 
find things working out as they 
had planned. Mother is now 
with child. She carries her 
baby for nine months beneath 
her heart, she gives him birth, 
and then she nurses him with 
her own milk. For two or three 
years there is no one even to 
wipe the oatmeal from his chin 
if she does not run up with a 
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napkin. He depends on them 
completely, and they love him 
with an intensity amounting 
almost to agony. 

Dad wants nothing but the 
boy’s happiness. He wants him 
to profit from his own exper- 
jence, to avoid mistakes he has 
made, to have the best of every- 
thing. He lays plans for his 
son’s future. 

Can you imagine the heart- 
break, then, when their son, 
grown now to six feet and 180 
pounds, turns on his father with 


a lot of lip and threatens to kill 
him? 

If you really love your child- 
ren, then you will be firm with 
them. Don’t let them get too 
cozey. Make your orders stick. 
If you tell your boy to be in by 
11:00, wait up for him. And if 
11:00 comes and he is not in, 
peel off your belt and let him 
know — when he finally ar- 
rives — that if anyone is going 
to be killed, it won’t be you! 

God is on your side. You can 
count on His grace. 
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‘The better to eat you with... ’ 


URING the last war, United 
States taxpayers sent $11 
billion worth of supplies to 
Russia. These were to be paid 
for within 15 years after the 
end of the war. So far, Russia 
has not handed over one red 
cent. Conversations were held 
in 1947-48, 1951-52, and last 
month. We have scaled the debt 
down to $800 million, asking 
payment only for goods which 
had civilian economic value 
after the war, such as a syn- 
thetic tire plant, oil refinery 
equipment, locomotives, radio 
beacons, machine tools, food, 
and clothing. But the Russians 
will offer no more than $300 
million. 

To help you estimate the 
value of $11 billion: it would 
cost only one billion a year to 
maintain a 24-hour-a-day air 
alert against enemy attack, but 
Mr. Eisenhower opposes it as 
being too costly (although the 
Senate has just passed an ap- 
propriation of $1.8 billion in 
school aid). 

One interesting point about 
all this aid which helped build 
Russia into a colossus tyranniz- 
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ing half the globe and threaten- 
ing to destroy us: we American 
Catholics were always loudest 
in our protest against it. 


Early in September, 1941, 
Harry Hopkins wrote as follows 
to Brendan Bracken, a member 
of the British cabinet: 

“The American people don’t 
take aid to Russia easily. The 
whole Catholic population is 
opposed to it, all the Nazis, all 
the Italians and a lot of people 
who sincerely believe that Sta- 
lin is a great menace to the 
world.” 

And, says Robert Sherwood 
in Roosevelt and Hopkins (p. 
400): “It was not only the 
Catholics in the United States 
who made difficult the problem 
of aid for the Soviet. Union. 
There was always a faction and 
it was strongly represented in 
the State Department, which 
was sure that the Russians 
would make a separate peace 
with Germany” as they had in 
1917 and again with Hitler in 
1939. 

This record of treachery 
should have urged FDR to make 
Stalin show proof of his reli- 
ability. Instead, in the never- 
never land of World War II 
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diplomacy, it made FDR think 
that we should prove our reli- 
ability. Figure that one out if 
you can! A cable drafted by 
Cordell Hull and initialed by 
the president assured Anthony 
Eden that “the test of our good 
faith with regard to the Soviet 
Union is the measure to which 
we fulfill the commitments 
made in Moscow.” We were to 
prove our good faith to a 
scoundrel whom we suspected 
of being ready to sell us out 
whenever it suited him! 


Along that same line, con- 
sider merely this little riddle: 
In 1941, Japan was allied with 
Russia and Germany. On Dec. 
7, she attacked Pearl Harbor, 
whereupon our Government im- 
mediately declared war on 
Germany and began pouring 
our treasure into Russia. 


In those days, anyone who 
tried to get the facts before the 
people was stepped on. Admiral 
Standley, for instance, remark- 
ed to some American reporters 
in Moscow that Russia was get- 
ting American supplies in 
quantity but was keeping the 
fact from the people and was 
leading them to believe that 
Russia was fighting unaided. 
He was yanked home. It was 
the same with William Bullitt, 
George Earle, Adolf Berle, and 
the celebrated Tyler Kent. It 
took an Act of Congress to shut 
him up. 

The strategy of the official 
historians — those who write 
the schoolbooks, for instance — 
is practically invariable. Take, 


for instance, the fact that the 
White House deliberately with- 
held advance information of the 
attack from the commanders at 
Pearl Harbor. John T. Flynn 
brought that out as early as 
October, 1944. Tom Dewey 
knew at least that we had 
cracked the Japanese code and 
was all set to use the fact in the 
1944 presidential campaign 
when a special emissary from 
Gen. George C. Marshall ar- 
rived begging him to keep his 
mouth shut in behalf of the 
war effort. 


First, they issue a categorical 
denial. Then, after a few years, 
they concede that “There are 
some who say...” Finally, it 
becomes, “Oh, why rattle those 
dry old bones at this late date?” 


Throughout the war, fearful 
as we were of Russia treachery 
— it was certain that Stalin was 
a monster: he asked for the 
direct bombardment of civilian 
homes and, as Elliott Roosevelt 
tells us, he wanted practically 
the whole German officers’ 
corps shot — we yet knew, in- 
deed, Hopkins carried a docu- 
ment with him to the Quebec 
Conference stating that “Rus- 
sia’s post-war position in 
Europe will be a dominant one. 
With Germany crushed, there 
is no power in Europe to oppose 
her tremendous military forc- 
es.” And still we went on beef- 
ing up Russia and fitting her 
out with those fine sharp teeth 
which may yet come crunching 
down on our bones. 

“When the tide turned at 
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Stalingrad and a Russian of- 
fensive started which ended 
only in Berlin,” writes Major 
Gen. John R. Deane, “a new 
situation was created. We now 
had a Red Army which was 
plenty cocky and which became 
more so- with each successive 
victory. The Soviet leaders be- 
came more and more demand- 
ing. The fire in our neighbor’s 
house had been extinguished 
and we had submitted ourselves 
to his direction in helping to 
extinguish it. He assumed that 
we would continue to submit 
ourselves to his direction in 
helping rebuild the house, and 
unfortunately we did.” 

Major George Racey Jordon 
of the Air Force kept track of 
the items going to Russia dur- 
ing his years as Lend-Lease ex- 
pediter at Newark and Great 
Falls, and his account holds one 
with a certain gruesome fasci- 
nation. Entitled From Major 
Jordan’s Diaries, it may be 
had at $2.00 from The Book- 
mailer, Box 101, Murray Hill 
Station, New York 16. 

Among other things, Major 
Jordan saw at least three ship- 
ments of uranium going out 
under Harry Hopkins’ initials 
as early as 1944. (Hopkins had 
been the man chosen by Dr. 
Vannevar Bush in 1941 to pre- 
sent the idea of an A-bomb to 
FDR.) Also shipped out were 
beryllium, cadmium alloys and 
metals, cobalt ore and concen- 
trate, uranium metal, uranium 
nitrate, uranium nitrate (U02), 
uranium oxide, uranium — 


urano-uranic oxide (U308), 
aluminum tubes, deuterium 
oxide (heavy water), and thor- 
ium salts and compounds. 


Dangerous to the United 
States in another way was the 
shipment, recorded by Major 
Jordan, of engraved plates for 
the printing of occupation cur- 
rency in Germany. Although the 
Bureau of Engraving fought 
this tooth and nail, it was final- 
ly pushed through by Harry 
Dexter White, a traitor in the 
Treasury Department. Now the 
Russians could print as many 
German marks as they pleased 
— marks redeemable in Ameri- 
can currency. 


The total bill for Russian 
Lend-lease came to $11 billion. 
Of all those non-inflated dol- 
lars, only $4,651,582,000 went 
for munitions. The rest breaks 
down as follows: 


Petroleum products 
$111,075,000 
Agricultural products 
. 1,674,586,000 
Industrial Materials & 
Products 3,040,423,000 
Leafing at random through 
Major Jordan’s catalogue, one 
encounters a diverting miscel- 
lany supplied by the American 
taxpayer to help Russia win 
the war. For instance: 
Chicken, canned, 


109,793 Ibs. $ 46,879 
Pineapples, 26 boxes 211 
Lemons & Limes, 

595 boxes 4,696 


Oranges, tangerines, 
grapefruits, 810 boxes 4,884 
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Chocolate candy, etc., 
946,464 lbs. 
Cigarette cases, 


196,927 


compacts, etc. 25,230 
Lipsticks 400 
Artworks, antiques, etc. 100 
Phonograph records 12,409 
Pianos, new 530 
Musical instruments, 

paris 51,720 
Pipes, tobacco, 1 10 


“The women of Russia have 
every reason to be well dressed, 
even today, thanks to Mr. Hop- 
kins,” says Major Jordan. “In 


the three years 1942-44 we sent 
the Russians dress goods cost- 
ing more than $152 millions, 
plus $24 millions of satin twill, 
and ribbons, braids and trim- 
mings, costing millions more — 
a grand total of $181 millions 
for women’s apparel.” 

One thing is certain right 
now: We might as well just 
kiss those billions goodbye. 
unless they are literally thrown 
into our teeth. — All of which 
should put you in fine fettle 
to pay this year’s income tax. 
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Key to your house 


OW many people have a key 

to your house? Yourself and 
your husband or wife, but I 
dare say that not even the older 
children are allowed the privi- 
lege of “sovereignty,” of going 
and coming as and whenever 
they please. You are master in 
your own home. Your house is 
your castle — and that is as it 
should be. 


Suppose, then, that the local 
paper should start a campaign 
urging you to be more civic- 
minded. “Fine,” you think. So 
you join the Parent Teachers’ 
Association and the Hospital 
Auxiliary, and you become 
more active in the Community 
Chest. 

But, it seems, this is not 
enough. You must leave your 
home open day and night, or 
have a few dozen keys struck 
off for distribution to the com- 
munity — because, you see, 
there may be times when var- 
ious groups will need your home 
for entertaining guests. They 
might want to borrow your 
dishes and bedding. Your TV 
set may come in handy on oc- 
casion. 
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“But when that happens,” you 
protest, “let them come and ask 
me.”—‘Ah, but you might re- 
fuse, and then where would we 
be? That is why we must have 
a key. And, let me tell you, 
fellow, youre not being very 
civic-minded of you turn us 
down!” 


Which, being interpreted, 
means that they are asking you 
to give up sovereignty over your 
own home. It will no longer be 
yours. It will be community 
property. 

Whenever you hear the word 
“sovereignty,” think of it that 
way — as the key to your 
home. When we read then, that 
we must become more “inter- 
national minded,” we must by 
no means interpret this as 
meaning that we should turn 
over any of our national sov- 
ereignty to other nations or to 
a community of nations. 

It means rather that we 
should keep informed on inter- 
national problems, pray for in- 
ternational peace and freedom, 
and contribute to the Propaga- 
tion of the Faith and the Bish- 
ops’ Relief Collection. 

There is, for instance, the 
ideal of ‘‘World peace through 
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law, so popular today. This 
is wonderful if it means that 
we shall give our hand to the 
other peoples of the world and 
raise them up to our own moral 
stature. But if it means that we 
are to pool our sovereignty and 
flatten ourselves out to a sort 
of least common denominator 
with every other nation on 
earth, it is rubbish. 

This year will see The Cam- 
erouns, Togoland, Dahomey and 
Mali (Senegal and the French 
Sudan) admitted to the United 
Nations. Next year will bring 
membership for Cyprus, Rho- 
desia, Nyassaland, Tanganyika, 
Uganda, and the Belgian Con- 
go. 

While these are doubtless 
more civilized than the Iron 
Curtain countries, their culture 
still leaves much to be desired. 
In New Guinea, for instance — 
not yet admitted, but soon, no 
doubt — they “have an unpre- 
judiced fondness for human 
flesh, often eating their aged 
relatives in a layered vegetable 
and meat stew roasted on hot 
stones, and then piously bury- 
ing the licked-clean bones.” 
(I am taking this from the 
National Review Bulletin.) 

“They sustain vigor by 
chewing the fresh liver of a 
conquered enemy, and sucking 
his brains through a hole drill- 
ed in his skull. Worship centers 
around the Cult of the Pig, in 
which the principal ceremony is 
the sacrifice of the firstborn 
child. When a young wife is 
about to give birth for the first 


time, she is led to the side of a 
river by several matrons, with 
a parade of sows and sucking 
pigs in attendance. As soon as 
the child is born, the mother 
breaks its head on a rock and 
throws it to the sows to eat. She 
then takes a piglet of the same 
sex, and puts it to her breast to 
suckle. The little animal be- 
comes sacred, to be sacrificed 
later in an elaborate ritual.” 

When our country joined the 
UN in 1945, we submitted to 
the jurisdiction of a World 
Court. To get this measure 
through Congress, Sen. Tom 
Connally of Texas — hardly a 
conservative, by the way — 
proposed a reservation consist- 
ing of six words: America will 
not accept the compulsory ju- 
risdiction of the World Court 
in “matters which are essential- 
ly within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States as 
determined by the United 
States.” 

Mr. Eisenhower, Mr. Nixon, 
the Attorney General, and the 
American Bar Association are 
now supporting a resolution in- 
troduced by Sen. Hubert Hum- 
phrey to repeal this Connally 
Reservation, as it is called. 


But if the Connally Reser- 
vation goes, we will no longer 
have say over what is to be 
tried by the World Court. They 
could tinker with our immi- 
gration laws, raising the bars 
and admitting a flood of Com- 
munists from behind the Iron 
Curtain. They could take the 
Panama Canal away from us. 


— 113 — 


They could meddle with our 
national security, tariffs, natu- 
ralization, and inter-state com- 
merce. I could even be indict- 
ed for listing Khrushchev’s 
crimes as I did last August. 

The plaint is now that the 
World Court has no jurisdic- 
tion. We are to supply that want 
by handing over our 50 states 
for it to adjudicate. Next, the 
ery would be that the Court has 
no power to enforce its decis- 
ions. That would call for the 
creation of an international 
police force. Then, if we should 
protest an unfair decision, such 
a police force would take and 
occupy Washington the way 
Eisenhower took Little Rock to 
enforce a decision of the Su- 
preme Court. 

This World Court has 15 
judges. No country may supply 
more than one. We have one. 
The rest come from Egypt, 
Nationalist China, Australia, 
Greece, Poland, France, Mexi- 
co, Panama, Britain, Argentina, 
Uruguay, Norway, Pakistan, 
and USSR. 

Eight out of 15 judges could 
rule against us, or two in a 
“chamber” of three. 

We Americans are used to 
thinking in terms of the Eng- 
lish common law, on which our 
own system is based. But sup- 
pose a man stands before a 
chamber of three judges ac- 
cused of shooting a cow. To the 
American judge it is a simple 
case of property destroyed. But 
to the Hindu judge it is an act 
of sacrilege, for by all his con- 


victions and training, the cow 
is a sacred beast. That’s why I 
spoke of a “least common de- 
nominator.” To satisfy the Hin- 
du, the others might require 
something more than mere res- 
titution. 


Up until now, international 
controversies have quite satis- 
factorily been settled by diplo- 
matic negotiations and boards 
or commissions of arbitration, 
the personnel of which the par- 
ties to a dispute agree upon in 
advance. And what is wrong 
with these methods? They have 
worked in the past. 


In return for putting this 
noose around our neck, we are 
promised that perhaps other 
nations, such as those in the 
Communist orbit, may do like- 
wise. We are releasing the bird 
in the hand to go after the one 
in the bush, exchanging a cer- 
tainty for an uncertainty. 


If you love your country, 
write to both your United States 
senators and ask them please to 
keep the Connally Reservation. 

R @ 3 


“While Cain can still mas- 
sacre Abel without anyone’s 
noticing it; while entire nations 
are still held in slavery with- 
out anyone’s coming to the as- 
sistance of the oppressed; while, 
three years after the Hungarian 
revolt, the blood-letting still 
continues with the condemna- 
tion to death of students, peas- 
ants and workers guilty of hav- 
ing loved a freedom that was 
stamped out by foreign tanks, 
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without the world’s showing 
any horror at so great a crime 
— while such things persist it 
is impossible to speak of a true 
peace, but only of a consent to 
a massacre... 

“No one is horrified at shak- 
ing hands with the new anti- 
Christs. On the contrary, there 
is a race to see who can grab 
them first, and first exchange 
affectionate smiles. When Hit- 
ler came to Rome, the Pope left 
the city. Today everyone, even 
those who criticized him at the 
time, agrees that he was en- 
tirely correct, and that that 
was the least that should have 
been done not just by a Pope, 


but by any man of honor and 
humanity when dealing with 
those who have killed thousands 
of innocents and spread terror 
among the people .... Can 
a Christian, faced with a but- 
cher of Christians, with those 
who are not content to deny 
God but insult Him and torture 
His servants and children — 
can a Christian smile and 
be friendly? Can a Christian 
ally himself with the auxiliaries 
and followers of those who 
struggle to impose such a re- 
gime of anti-Christian terror 
within the nations still free?”— 
Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani, on 
Jan. 7, 1960. 
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F the Black Hand—-I mean 

the Mafia—were to open an 
orphanage in your town, how 
many of the local clergy do you 
suppose could be induced to 
serve on its board of directors? 


Don’t answer too quickly, be- 
cause when the Communists 
opened up all kinds of do-good 
outfits during the 30s and 40s, 
Protestant clergymen came 
flocking into them literally by 
the thousands. 


“But there is a big difference 
between a Communist and a 
Black Hander.” There certain- 
ly is! The Black Hander is 
more civilized. In his own 
twisted way, he believes in God 
and religion, whereas your 
Communist is an avowed ath- 
eist out to destroy religion. 


“These men were deceived. 
They did not know a Red front 
when they saw one.” If such is 
the fact, how account for the 
well nigh spotless record of the 
Catholic priesthood as regards 
Communist fronts? They were 
living in those same communi- 
ties, side by side with their 
Protestant neighbors. Are we 
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Great hearts and soft heads 


to say that the average Protes- 
tant preacher is not quite as 
bright as his opposite number 
in the Catholic parish house? 


This unnatural phenomenon 
so worried a group of laymen 
in the Methodist Church—the 
thought that so many apparent- 
ly dedicated servants of Christ 
should be using the prestige of 
their sacred office, exploiting 
natural reverence of their con- 
gregations, to advance the 
cause of Anti-Christ—that they 
organized a committee known 
as Circuit Riders, Inc., to tabu- 
late and publish the record of 
this Judas element in their own 
midst. 


Apparently the Circuit Rid- 
ers operate like an IBM ma- 
chine. For example, when on 
Feb. 7, 1949, the Daily Worker 
published an Appeal to Ache- 
son Urging Truman - Stalin 
Peace Talks, they simply sifted 
out and filed the names of all 
the preachers listed — and so 
with innumerable other fronts 
and causes. 

Then every once in a while 
they put out their findings in 
tabulations which are about as 
lurid and exciting as a_ tele- 
phone directory. They take a 


preacher’s name and under it 
they have three columns: the 
name of the fronts, his affilia- 
tion with them, and the Circuit 
Rider’s source of information. 


So when the story of that Air 
Force Manual broke, I got in 
touch with M. G. Lowman, co- 
ordinator of the Circuit Riders 
in Cincinnati. In a lengthy 
telephone interview, he passed 
along some hair-raising statis- 
tics. 

Mr. Lowman estimates that 
his group has processed the 
names of some 9,000 American 
Protestant ministers implicated 
at one time or another in Com- 
munist fronts. 


A total of 2,224 Methodist 
ministers or 8% of the Metho- 
dist clergy have had Red-front 
affiliations. 

Of the Episcopalians, 1,411 
rectors have similar records, or 
an average of 20.5% of all P. E. 
clergymen. 


The Presbyterian Church U. 
S.A. had 614 ministers involv- 
ed. This includes 101 with 
three or more pro-Communist 
affiliations, plus the names of 
513 with only one or two such 
affiliations. 

The Unitarians are most nu- 
merous percentagewise. Some 
43% of their clergy have rec- 
ords, a percentage that goes up 
to 59-60 if one counts the re- 
tired and otherwise inactive. 


Figures among the Jewish 
clergy approximate those of 
the Episcopalians: around 20%. 

When I asked Mr. Lowman if 


there were any Catholics in- 
volved, he said that there was 
a front called the Committee 
of Catholics for Human Rights 
organized some years ago in 
New York by Emmanuel Chap- 
man. This man managed to 
trap about 50 priests and wel- 
fare workers before he was ex- 
posed by the Brooklyn Tablet. 


If you want a list from Cir- 
cuit Riders, you can reach them 
at 18 E. 4th St., Room 703, Cin- 
cinnati 2, Ohio. 

Some time ago in this column 
I must have told the story of 
the second graders who brought 
a rabbit into class and asked 
Sister how they could tell 
whether it was a boy-rabbit or 
a girl-rabbit. Before the em- 
barrassed nun could catch her 
breath, one of the brighter 
children cried out: “I know 
how we can tell. We'll take a 
vote on it!” 


One catches something of this 
childish world of unreality, 
tinged with a shade of the sin- 
ister reminiscent of the “Min- 
istry of Truth” in George Or- 
well’s 1984, when one reads 
that the National Council of 
Churches of Christ in the U.S. 
A. summarily denies the Circuit 
Riders’ facts as reported in that 
recently published Air Force 
manual. And always the news- 
paper accounts end up with the 
awed statement that the Coun- 
cil represents 35 million mem- 
bers. Therefore, one is evident- 
ly expected to conclude, the 
Council must be right—like the 
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rabbit: “Facts are such-and- 
such because 35 million people 
say they are.” 

Invited to defend their state- 
ment before Congressman Wal- 
ters and his House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee, the 
Council of Churches haughtily 
refused: “Facts are what we 
say they are.” Besides, at an 
open hearing, they might be 
proved wrong, which would be 
mightily embarrassing. 

Pushed to the wall, a “join- 
er” will generally claim that he 
did not know what he was get- 
ting into. That was always 
Bishop Oxnam’s plea. You will 
notice, however, that he never 
denounces the Red front. On 
the contrary, it is always the 
reporter who exposed him that 
gets denounced. 

With 9,000 Protestant clergy- 
men implicated in Red causes 
at one time or another in their 
careers, it is not hard to under- 
stand how public opinion could 
have crystalized so quickly, so 
firmly against the late Sen. 
Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin. 


Nevertheless, that he accom- 
plished much is attested not 
only by the constant regurgita- 
tion of slanders against his 
memory in the liberal press, 
but also by letters such as At- 
torney J. F. Schlafly, Jr.’s in 
the February issue of the Amer- 
ican Bar Association Journal, 
which reads in part— 


“It was McCarthy who first 
exposed the hidden agent Wil- 
liam Remington, who occupied 


a key position in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce where he 
was able to hold up export li- 
censes for the delivery of sup- 
plies to the Republic of China 
while it was struggling to pre- 
vent the Communists from 
seizing mainland China (con- 
viction affirmed 208 F. 2d 567). 

“Tt was McCarthy who first 
exposed Edward Rothschild, 
who was handling the assembly 
of secret military and Atomic 
Energy Commission documents 
in the Government Printing Of- 
fice, after these documents had 
been printed piecemeal in sep- 
arate areas to prevent any one 
person from knowing their to- 
tal contents. 

“It was McCarthy who first 
exposed the espionage ring in 
the electronic warfare labora- 
tories at Fort Monmouth. Two 
years later a high-ranking Rus- 
sian eléctronics warfare officer 
defected to the West. Testify- 
ing under the pseudonym of 
Colonel Andriyve to protect his 
family, he told the Senate In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee 
in June, 1956, that he person- 
ally examined in Moscow a 
great quantity of secret and top 
secret American radar docu- 
ments which had been stolen 
from Fort Monmouth. 

“It was McCarthy who first 
exposed Owen Lattimore. Lat- 
er, after hearing 15 volumes of 
sworn testimony, the Senate In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee, 
which was composed of seven 
lawyers and did not include 
McCarthy, unanimously con- 
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cluded that Lattimore was a 
‘conscious articulate instrument 
of the Soviet conspiracy.’ 

“It was McCarthy who un- 
covered a Communist named 
Annie Lee Moss working in the 
code room of the Pentagon. The 
Anti-Anti-Communist League 
went into action and... ac- 
cused McCarthy of witch hunt- 
ing. On Oct. 30, 1958, press 
dispatches announced the re- 
lease by the Subversive Activi- 


ties Board of records filed with 
it by the Communist Party 
which listed this same Annie 
Lee Moss as a card-carrying 
dues-paying party member.” 

I would suggest that you clip 
these quotes from Attorney 
Schlafly’s letter. Slip the item 
into your billfold and have it 
handy the next time you hear 
someone say that “Joe McCar- 
thy never exposed one Com- 
munist.” 


The Pope’s ‘opinion’ 


HE last word on the Cultural 
Exchange was spoken by 
anticipation over two decades 
ago when Pope Pius XI pointed 
out in his encyclical Divini Re- 
demptoris that: 

“For the first time in history 
we are witnessing a struggle, 
cold-blooded in purpose and 
mapped out to the last detail, 
between man and ‘all that is 
called God.’ . Bolshevistic 
and Atheistic Communism is a 
system full of errors and soph- 
isms. It is in opposition both 
to reason and to Divine Revela- 
tion. It subverts the social or- 
der, because it means the de- 
struction of its foundations; be- 
cause it ignores the true origin 
and purpose of the State; be- 
cause it denies the rights, dig- 
nity and liberty of human per- 
sonality.” 

Communists, he said, “change 
their tactics,” “entice multi- 
tudes by trickery,” “practice 
hypocrisy,” and “stir up class 
warfare which causes rivers of 
blood to flow.” “Communism,” 
he continued, “robs man of lib- 
erty, despoils human person- 
ality, removes all restraint from 
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human passion . . . denies tha: 
man has natural rights, or that 
human life has any sacred or 
spiritual value, and spreads its 
doctrine by means of a ‘propa- 
ganda’ so truly diabolical that 
the world has perhaps never 
seen its like before.” 

Now give a careful reading 
to his conclusion: “‘Communism 
is intrinsically wrong and no 
one who would save Christian 
civilization may collaborate 
with it in any undertaking 
whatsoever.” 

Read it again, for it is an 
almost classical instance of 
what is known in logic as “the 
universal negative,” just as we 
find it among the Ten Com- 
mandments: “Thou shalt not 
steal, Thou shalt not covet,” 
etc. 

Who? — no one. When? — 
never. Where? — nowhere. 
What?—nothing. 

The Ten Commandments are 
a precise statement of the Nat- 
ural Law, but this dictum of the 
Holy Father’s is a no less pre- 
cise application of the Natural 
Law to a particular situation 
that has developed in our own 
generation. (That is why God 
gave us a Pope: to guide us in 
situations just such as this.) 


This is no banning of chops 
on Friday or weddings in Lent. 
This involves Natural Law. And 
here we have the Supreme 
Shepherd, the divinely appoint- 
ed teacher of the faithful stat- 
ing a judgment with the assist- 
ance of the Holy Ghost on a 
matter involving salvation or 
damnation for the souls com- 
mitted to his care. 


But with this Cultural Ex- 
change, does not the end per- 
haps justify the means? Grant- 
ed it is a dirty business as the 
Pope pointed out, this walking 
hand in hand with the Devil: 
but we have a good intention 
in mind. We want to Keep the 
peace and possibly convert the 
Communists. We want to spare 


_ the Church further persecution. 


What says the Pope?— 


“Communism is intrinsically 
wrong and no one who would 
save Christian civilization may 
collaborate with it in any un- 
dertaking whatsoever.”—Those 
last three words certainly allow 
of no exception in favor of a 
Cultural Exchange. 

This is not by any means a 
recent problem. Some 2,700 
years ago, like the later Pope 
Pius XI, the Prophet Isaias was 
applying the same principle: 

“Hear the word of the Lord, 
ye scornful men who rule over 
my people,” he said. “You have 
said: We have entered into a 
league with death, and we have 
made a convenant with hell. 
When the overflowing scourge 
shall pass through, it shall not 
come upon us: for we have 


placed our hope in lies, and by 
falsehood we are protected. 


“Your league with death shall 
be abolished, and your coven- 
ant with hell shall not stand: 
when the overflowing scourge 
shall pass, you shall be trodden 
down by it.” 


Now, however, if I had a 
vested interest in the Cultural 
Exchange — if, for instance, 
I had a big job in the State De- 
partment and were under or- 
ders from the White House to 
defend this particular immor- 
ality; and if the Catholics of the 
country were to confront me 
with this particular text from 
the Pope’s encyclical, I would 
have several expedients ready 
to hand: 


I could belittle the authority 
of encyclicals in general, calling 
it a “problem” that requires 
much further thought and dis- 
cussion on the part of apologists 
and dogmatic theologians. I 
could also start quibbling over 
whether or not the Pope was 
speaking ex cathedra: “Just 
what did he have in mind, and 
to what extent did he mean to 
bind his subjects?” 


Another favorite technique is 
to confuse the issue by calling 
for a new definition of terms. 
That is the method often used 
by those among us who are em- 
barrassed by the Syllabus of 
Errors of Pope Pius IX con- 
demning Liberalism. 

“Ah,” they say, “but the Lib- 
eralism of 1850 is not the Liber- 
alism of 1950. Pius IX was con- 
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demning something’ entirely 
different.’ Applied to this pres- 
ent instance, they might say 
that the Communism referred to 
by Pius XI is something quite 
apart from the Communism of 
1959. Pius XI knew only Stalin- 
ism, whereas today’s is a broad- 
er species which might, in con- 
trast, be called Khrushchev- 
ism.” 


Another method of meeting 
an unfriendly encyclical is to 
act on the principle: “Dead 
Pope no good” and just ignore 
it. After all, Pius XI is dead and 
buried now. He can neither re- 
ward nor punish, so let’s just 
forget his ‘“Divini Redemptoris”’ 
and go our merry way with no 
further thought of all this ‘“‘non- 
sense” about collaboration with 


Communism being a mortal sin 
against the Natural Law. 


“However, if anyone should 
be so uncouth as to bring up 
‘Divini Redemptoris’ after all 
these years, we will accuse him 
of a hysterical negativism, we 
will attack his race and parent- 
age, we will discuss everything 
under the sun but the text in 
question. Then, by the time the 


dust has settled, everyone will 


have forgotten that at least by 
inference, the Pope forbade the 
Cultural Exchange as an evil 
thing.” 

The final confutation: “So 
the Pope brands the Cultural 
Exchange as evil? Well, even 
the Pope is entitled to his opin- 
ion...” — but such people will 
not be Catholics. 


[N a recent issue of Newsweek, 

Henry Hazlitt points to a 
significant turnabout in the 
world of ideas which may 
mean the rout of decadent lib- 
eralism and the return of con- 
servatism as the ruling force in 
public affairs. Not in the last 
30 years have so many “con- 
sciously conservative books of 
high quality” appeared, says 
Hazlitt. 

There have been Up From 
Liberalism, by William F., 
Buckley, Jr., lately reviewed in 
this column; The Evolution of a 
Conservative, by William Henry 
Chamberlin; The Roots of Capi- 
talism, by John Chamberlain; 
The Rise and Fall of Society, by 
Frank Chodorov; Congress and 
the American Tradition, by 
James Burnham; 


Protracted Conflict, an an- 
alysis of Communist strategy, 
by Robert Strausz-Hup and as- 
sociates; Power Unlimited — 
The Corruption of Union Lead- 
ership, by Sylvester Petro; The 
Public Stake in Union Power, 
edited by Philip D. Bradley; 
Managed Money at the Cross- 
roads, by Melchior Palyi; 
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The House of Intellect, by 
Jacques Barzun, provost of Co- 
lumbia University; The Freu- 
dian Ethic, an Analysis of the 
Subversion of American Char- 
acter, by Richard LaPiere, pro- 
fessor of sociology at Stanford; 


Willi Schlamm’s Germany 
and the East-West Crisis has 
sold well both here and in Ger- 
many; and National Review is 
selling about 30,000 copies each 
week with the pleasurable 
prospect of a rapidly expanding 
market. 

Most encouraging is what 
seems to be a spreading revolt 
on the part of the reading pub- 
lic against the “paper curtain” 
rung down across the facts of 
current history by the daily 
press and the weekly news 
magazines. This amounts to 
censorship by means of ostra- 
cism and slanted reviews of re- 
visionist and other conservative 
commentaries. 


Thus, Time refused either to 
review or recommend General 
Al Wedemeyer’s Wedemeyer 
Reports!, in which the general 
describes with the accuracy of 
an eye-witness the Washington 
sell-out of 600 million Chinese 
to the Reds. Nevertheless, for 


several weeks Time was oblig- 
ed to report his particular title 
among the ten best-selling 
books across the country. 


Despite a campaign of ad- 
verse publicity on the part of 
the Administration, The Ugly 
American hangs on as a best- 
seller month after month — in 
third place, according to the 
most recent list. This is a 
quasi-fictionalized account of 
foreign-aid bungling in South- 
east Asia. It may well have 
been instrumental in moving 
Congress to lop off several mil- 
lions from the foreign give- 
away budget submitted by the 
President. 


Number One on the list of 
best-sellers over the past sev- 
eral weeks has been Advise and 
Consent, a novel by Allen Dru- 
ry, reviewed by Msgr. John S. 
Kennedy in OUR SUNDAY VISI- 
TOR of Sept. 6. 

Drury has been in Washing- 
ton for over 15 years as a re~ 
porter for the United Press 
and, since 1954, the New York 
Times—and, to judge from his 
book, he is pretty well disgust- 
ed with the way things are go- 
ing. 

He has written a long novel 
—616 pages. One would do 
well to make judicious skips. 
But it is engrossing and I read 
it in two sittings. The priest 
down the hall from me sat up 
with it until 2:30 am., poor 
man—for he had to get up next 
morning at 5:30. 

You and I have often won- 
dered about the wheels and 


gears that turn within the 
minds of our liberal neighbors. 
To us it is all so clear, and yet 
everything seems so complex to 
them, and they accuse us of 
over-simplifying. In Advise 
and Consent; Drury manages 
to get inside the liberal mind, 
to analyze its strangely mixed 
motivation: humanitarianism, 
pride, human respect, fear, 
vanity, presumption, etc. 


His characterization of FDR 
will be seen either as a candid 
portrait or as a slanderous cari- 
cature, depending on _ one’s 
knowledge of the actual facts. 


The frame supporting the 
plot is the nomination of Rob- 
ert A. Leffingwell, a liberal, as 
secretary of state. He is under 
examination by the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee, and 
the further they delve into the 
matter, the more evidence they 
discover of disloyalty. The 
press, liberal as always, is with 
Mr. Leffingwell, but the read- 
er’s sympathies are with the 
committee. 

“Is it wrong to ask the Rus- 
sians to prove their good 
faith?” asks Senator Knox. “Is 
it wrong to be suspicious of 
more than four decades of dis- 
honor?” 

“ Senators will say,’ he said, 
and his voice grew sarcastic, ‘as 
the press says and as the nom- 


inee himself said, “Oh, then you 


want a war, Senator!” By God’ 
he said, ‘I do not! But I know 
something that too many 
Americans, including this nom- 
inee, forget, and that is that 
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unless we are prepared to ac- 
cept the possibility of war and 
act fearlessly in defense of our 
principles in spite of it, then 
war will come as certainly as 
that clock above the Chair will 
presently strike the hour of 
twelve midnight.’ 


‘““ ‘Hither we are fearless and 
firm, or we will be nibbled 
away, paralyzed by our own 
fears...” 


We have wondered, too, 
about the mechanics by which 
the daily press speaks as one 
(liberal) voice on national is- 
sues. Drury describes the pro- 
cess from the inside. He is 
himself a newspaperman. But 
he leaves unanswered the prob- 
lem of motivation: Why does 
the Washington reportorial re- 
flex always seem to favor trea- 
son as against loyalty? Thus— 


“All the vast publicity ma- 
chine that always goes. into 
concerted action for a liberal 
cause had gone to work for Bob 
Leffingwell; an operation § so 
honed and smoothed and refin- 
ed over the years that none of 
its proprietors even had to con- 
sult with one another. The in- 
stinct had been alerted, the bell 
had rung, the national saliva- 
tion had come forth on sched- 
ule.” 


You have heard Victor 
Borge’s variations on “Three 
Blind Mice” in the style of 
Bach, Brahms, and Rachmanin- 
off? Drury plays us the varia- 
tions on the liberal theme as 
expressed by Time, Newsweek, 


the New York Times, the Sat- 
urday Review, the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, and many oth- 
ers. 

There is one disturbing note 
in Drury’s book, and one can 
see that for years to come it 
will be the defense of the con- 
verted liberal after his return 
to common sense and logic. He 
will not strike his breast and 
confess his sins. No—he will try 
to pass the buck and say that 
it was as much our fault as his. 
I can imagine Drew Pearson 
sitting in a Communist prison 
camp one day and blaming ev- 
erything on Pat Scanlon of the 
Brooklyn Tablet. 


Says Drury: “A universal 
guilt enshrouded the middle 
years of the twentieth century 
in America; and it attached to 
all who participated in those 
times. It attached to the fatu- 
ous, empty-headed liberals who 
had made it so easy for the 
Russians by yielding them so 
much; it attached to the em- 
bittered conservatives who had 
closed the doors on human love 
and frozen out all possibility of 
communication between peo- 
ples.” 

I know of no “embittered 
conservatives” with feelings of 
guilt. On the contrary: Card- 
inal Cushing, Dean Manion, 
Bill Buckley and the rest of 
them—they are a band of hap- 
py crusaders with an eager 
and an almost biting hunger 
for communication with the 
Left. Our doors stand open. It 
is theirs that are shut. 
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Again, America fell behind 
“Through a combination of 
lapses, stupidities, over-ideal- 
ism, and misjudgments, each at 
the time seemingly sound and 
justified, each in its moment 
capable of a rationale that had 
brought a majority to approve 
it...” That simply is not true. 

Has Drury never heard of 
John T. Flynn and Frederic R. 
Sanborn? Of Dr. Harry Elmer 
Barnes, Dr. Charles Beard, Dr. 
Charles Callan Tansill? Has 


he ever read the New Leader 
and National Review? Would 
he say that the scuttling of Ad- 
miral Nathan Strauss was “at 
the time seemingly sound and 
justified”? Would he say that a 
majority of the American peo- 
ple ratified the decision to 
abandon East Germany? — 
Warsaw’?—Hungary? 

For all that, it is a helpful 
and an exciting book. Needless 
to say, it is not on Time’s list of 
recommended readings. 
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